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RESOLUTION NUMBER R~

A RESOLUTICN OF THE COUNCIL QF THE CITY OF
SAN DIEGO CERTIFYING THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT FOR THE NAVY BROADWAY COMPLEX,
CERTIFYING THAT THE CITY COUNCIL HAS REVIEWED
AND CONSIDERED INFORMATION CONTAINED IN SAID
FINAL ENVIRCONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND IN THE
FINAL MEIR FOR THE CENTRE CITY REDEVELOPMENT
PROJECT, MAXKING CERTAIN FINDINGS REGARDING
THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED-
REDEVELOPMENT OF THE NAVY BROADWAY COMPLEX,
ADOPTING A REPORTING AND MONITORING PROGRAM,
AND ADOPTING A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING
CONSIDERATICNS.

WHEREAS, the United States of America owns approximately 15
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acyas of waterfront land in the downtown arsza of the City of San
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Diago which is Xnown as the Broadway Complax of the Department of

S
the Naiy, San Diago, California (the "Navy Broadway Complax");

and

WHZRZAS, pursuant to Section 2732 of the National Defanse

Authorizaticon Act for Fiscal Ysar 1987, P.L. 99-681, Congrass has

authorizad the Navy to enter into a long~-tzrm ls2ase witl 2
daveloper pertalning to the real oropevtv locatad within the Navy
Breocadway Complex, providad that any real property lesasad shall be
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Redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complax (the "Development
agreement"} providing for the coordinétion by the Navy and ths2
city in implamenting the redevelopment of the Navy Broadway
Complex; and

WHEREAS, the Navy was designated as the lszad agency to
praparz2 an Environmental Impact Statement (”Final EIS") tc assess
the anvironmental impacts which maf result from the redevelopment
of the Navy Broadway Complax pursuant to the National a
Environmental Policy Act of 196§ ("NEPA“) and federal guidelines
and ragulations adopted pursuant thereto; and

WHEREAS, the City Council was designated as the lzad égency

o prepare an Environmental Impact Report ("Final EIR") to assess

Ul

n2 environmental impacts which may result frem the radevelopment
¢f the Navy Broadway Complex pursuant to the California
ZInvironmental Quality Act of 1970 ("CEQAM), as amended, and stata
and local guidelines and ragulatiohs adontad pursuant thersto;
and

WAZREZAS, as permitted by CEQA, the Final EIR was preapared
and ravizwed in coordination with and incorporating the Final EIS
{sc that all rafersnces herein ars alsd references to the Final
EIS), and is comprised of the fallowing documents:
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Fipnal Environmental Impact Revort for the
Navy Broadway Complex Broject. City of San
Diego. October 1¢=9; and

WHEREAS, the Navy and the City preparad and circulated a
Draft EIS and EIR for review, comment and consultation with
citizens, professional disciplines and public agencias pursuant
to applicable law; and

WHEREAS, duly noticed public hearings werz held by the Navy
and the City with raspect to the Draft EIS and EIR,lat which all
interested versons and organizations were given an opportunity to
re heard} and

WHEREAS, the Final EIS and EIR relating to the prOposed
rzdevelopment of the Wavy 3Broadway Complex, and responding to the
concerns raised during the revisw period and at the public
nsarings, has been praparad pursuant o NZPA and CEQA ard the
guidelines and ragulations; and

WHEREZAS, the Radevalopment Agency 2f The City of San Diago
{the "Agency”) has praviously prepared, and ths Agency
{(Resolution No.jgcﬁL) and the City Council {Resolution No.
3-283915) nave cartifisd tha Final Mastar EZnvironmental Impactht

Raport for the Centre City Radevalopment Project ("Final MEIR") ;

and
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consideraed the information contained in the Final EIR (including
£na Final EI3) and in the Final MEIR; NOW, THEREFORE,

BE IT RESOLVEb, by the Council of The City of San Dizgo, as
follows: |

1. That the City Council hereby certifies that the Final
EIR for the Navy Broadway Complex has been preparzd and completad
in compliance with CEQA and state and local guidelines and
ragulations adoptad pursuant thereto.

2. That the City Council hereby further certifies that the

information contained in the Final EIR (including the Final E

I3y,
and in the Final MEIR, ‘has been reviewed and considersd by the
members of the Council,

3. That the City Council hereby finds and detarmines that:
a. The yredaevelopment of the Navy 3roadway Complax, as

provided for in the prowmasaed Development Agreement, will not

rasult in

1]}

ignificant environmental =2ffects in certain
raspects identified in the Final EIR, as deécribed in
Section I of Attachment A (attached harsto and incorporatad
herein by this referance).

o, Changes or alterations have bpeen raquired in, or
inzorporatad ints, ths radevalopment 2I the Navy 3Arocadway

Comolax, 23 provided foz
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c. Changes or alterations which avoid or
substantially lassen certaln significant environmental
effacts of the redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex,
as provided for in the proposed Devzlopment Agreement, |
identifiad in the Final EIR, are within the responsibility
and ju:isdictionrof another public agency and ﬁot the City
Council, and such changes have been adopted by such other
agency, or can and should be adopted by such other agency,
as described in Section IIT of Attachment A.

a. With raspect to significanf 2nvironmental effzcts
of the redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complax, as
provided for in the proposed Development Agrazsment, which
zannot ke avoided or substantially lessened,’specific
economic, social or other considerations makXzs infeasibls the
mitigation measures or project alternativas identifisd in
tha Final EIR, as dascribed in Section IV of Attéchment a.

e. The significant environmental a2ffscts of the
redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex; as provided for
in the prqpcsed Development Agreement, which cannct be
avoided or substantially lessened are acceptabls dus to
6varriding concerns, as dascribed in Secticon vV of
Attacnment A,
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as a result of the radevelopment of the Navy Broadway
Complaex, as provided for in the proposed Develoément
Agrezement, which will require important revisions in the
Final MEIR for the Project, due to the involvement of new
significant environmental impacts not coverad in the Final
ﬁEIR; and

D. No new information of substantial importancs to

the Projact nas become available which was not Xnown or
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could not nave bpeen known at the time the Fin

w
}--
[
o}
td

£ o le
LoD ane

¥

Q

A b e Ty
h shows that tha

Projact was cartifiad as conmplats, and whi

Project will have any significant effects not discusss

sevare than shown in the Final MEIR, or that any mitigation
measures or altsrnativas praviously found not to
or not previously considersd would substantially.reduce or
iazssen any significant effects of the Project on the
anvironment; and

c. No negative declaration, or subseaquent
anvironmenial impact razport, or sdbplemant or addendum to

the Final MZEIR is necessary or reguirad; and
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to monitor and ensure that +the mitigation measures identified
will be instituted.

6. That the City Clerk (or his designee) is hereby
auﬁhorized and directed to cause the filing of a Notice of
Detarmination with respect to the Final EIR and Final MEIR, upon
approval of the proposed Development Agreement by the City

Council.

APPROVED: JOHN W. WITT, City Attorney

o Mt

Allisyn L. Thomas
Deputy City Attorney

ALT:1z2
10/02/92
Or.,Dept:CCDC
R-33-3394
Form=r+t
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The following discussion explains the reasons why, in cartain
respects, the redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex, as .
provided for in the proposed Development Agreement, will not
rasult in significant anvironmental 2ffacts.

A.

ey

with respect to land use:

Radevalopment of the Navy Broadway Complex is compatibls
with surrounding land uses and provides actual pedestrian
uses such as open space area, pedestrian corridors and a
waterfront museum. It would substantially improve
waterfront access by extending E, F and G stresets through
the site to the waterfront and providing pedestrian-
orianted improvements.

With respect to parking:

With implementation of a Travel Demand Management
program, sufficiant parking would be providad to meet
narking demands onsita.

With respect to biology:

The project sita is Ffully daveloped with urban uses and
has been for savaral decades, A3 such, therz2 ar=2 no
argas of the sits whers biological rasources ara located
that ar2 not substantially disturbed.

With respect to watar:

Water for the project area is suppli=d by the City of San
Diego under the administration »f the Watar Utilities
Department. Since the existing water facilities in the
projact wicinity are currently operating well within
their service capacity, thera would be no significant
impacts to watar service from any of the alternativas
considerad.

With zTagpact Lo 3olid wasta:

+
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3¢0l1id waata disposal ia th2 project araa is zrovidad
the combined sarvices of the City of San Disgo a
private contraztors., Tha largesht incraasez of 5011id was
would occur with tha Alternative A, tha Alternative
the Altarnative D, and Altarnativa 7, frocm which
antizipatad 13,300, 13,3500, 15,799, ard 13,307 %toms,
raspactivaly, would ba genaratad per year., Altarnativa
2 and Alksrnative T would rasult in lesser incrzase o
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solid waste generation (i.e., 9,200 and 7,300 additiocnal
tons per Year over 2xisting uses, raspectivaly). The
West Miramar landfill will provide adequata solid wastas
disposal through 1395, and the City of San Dizgo is
currently planning to develop new landfills, or expand
axisting ones, to serve the city's futura disposail
requirements, so no significant impacts to solid waste

disposal are anticipatad with implementation of any of
tha alternatives.

With respect to the physical environment:

No kxnown axtractables resources ara locatad on or beneath
the sita. The project sits is level, at street grade,
and covered with impervious surfaces. Implamentation of
Alternatives A through F would result in sedimentation
during demolition and construction activities as
subsurface scils ara exposed to runoff. No long-term
increase in runcff would occur since the Navy Broadway
Complax sita is alresady fully developed.

FINAL MEIR

As descrived in Item I of Attachment A of Agency
Rasolution No. 2081 and <City Council Rasolution No,
279875 certifying the Final MEIR and incorporatad by
rafaranca.

Tha Final MEIR found that in the ar=as &f pislcgical
rasources, mineral resources, sclid waste collection and

nydrology/water quality would not rasult in significant
anvironmental =27facts.

1. With respect tec biolecgical resources:

The Cantrz City Planning Area is located in the heavily
urbanized settznq of downtown San Diego, which is almost
totally lacking in pative vagatatlon and its associatad
wildlifa,

2, With raspact to minaral resourcas:

Tha potantial for az2conomically wviabla axtractiscn of
ninazral rascurcas is limitad dus to the urbanized na-ura
of tha Planning Arsa. Tha arza has not bean dasignatad
a3 naving a high potential for mineral rﬁsaurc=s

3. With raspect to s321lid waste collection:

Sclid wasta dispesal in the Planning Area i3 prcvided oy
thn2 combinad servicas of the City of 3San Dizgo aad
orivata contragtors. Naw davslopment will e raqu;:ad 4=

2




[Be]
I

contract with licensed privats haulers for collection of
wasta and no significant impacts to solid waste
collaction services aras expected.

4. With respect to hydrology/water quality:

The Planning Area is a highly urbanized area, currsntly
developed with low and high-rise buildings, streets,
sidewalks, and parking areas. New davelopment proposad
under the Cantre City Community Plan is not axpected to
increase the volume of stormwatar runeff in the Planning
Area.

No significant impacts wera identifiad in rslation to
erosion, howaver the implementation of standard =rosion
contrel procedures will be raquired in accordance with
existing City of San Disgo regulations.

JAll  development activitizs shall be conductad in
compliance with ragulatory requirements pertaining to
dewatering. Therefora, no significant impacts will
occur.

The following discussion axplains %he reasons why cartain
changes or alterations which have been requirad in, or
incorporataed into, the redevelopment of the Navy Broadway
Complex, as provided Zfor in <the propesed Devalopment
Agreement, will awvoid or substantially lassen cartain
significant snvironmental affacts of the radavelopment of the
Navy Broadway Complax, as provided for in the propesaed
Development Agraement.

A, TRAFFIC

Lopg-Term Intergection Impacts

Redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex would result in
long-tarm intersectiocn traffic impacts. Tha operation of
saveral intersections in the wvicinity of the projact site
would be substantially affected. Tha intersections ars

Grape,/Pacific, Broadway/Pacific, and Broadway/Front. Traffic
from the project will raduce the leval of service (LOS) from
T =o ® at Grape/Pacific, from LOS E Lo F at 3roadway/Paciiis,
and from 1053 D to E at 3roadway/Front,

Th2 significant =ffacts ralatad to long-term intarsaciion
impacts hava be2n 21iminatad or substantially lassena2d to 2
lavel 1233 than significantly by wirtuz of 3ryojact da3izn
considarations and the mitigation maasuras identifiad in the
Tinal ZIR and incorporatesd ints the2 projsct. The following
improvements that ara plannad 2ither Py the Canftre 21ty
Tranaportatisn Actisn Plan (CCTAR) or Canire City Davalopmant

!
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Corporation (CCDC) will reduce the project's contribution to
intersaction impacts

o

Pacific/Crape: Pacific Highway currently provides
three through lanes in each direction and a
southbound left-turn pockat. Grape Street his
three eastbound lanes and an =astbound right~-turn
pockat and will be restriped and reconfigurad to
provide for a 4-land section. This improvement
will result in service lsvel D conditions under the
long-term scenario and will be installsd by the
City of San Diego when the service lavels at this
intersection axceed acceptabls levels based on
currant traffic counts.

Broadway/Front: Broadway provides two through
lanes in each diraction and a westbound left-turn
lane. Front Street has thrsze through lanes in the

‘southbound diraction and will ke rastriped and

raconfiguras to provide for a 4~lane section. This
improvement will 1result in service 1lawval D
conditions under the long-term scenario and will ke
installed by the City of San Diago when the sarvice
l2vals at this intarsection axceed acceptabla
lavals basad on currant traffics counts.

o8 Pacific dighway currsnitly
brOVLdes threae through lanes in =2ach direction and
a southbound laft-turn lane. Broadway has %tTwo
through lanes in 2ach direction and a westbound
laft-turn lane. The improvements include the
provision of additional turn lanes in tha
northbound, sastbound, and westbound diractions and
will result in level of service D conditions under
the long-tarm scenarioc. They will be installed by
the City of San Diago upon 1initiation oI
davalopment of any block on the Navy Broadway

Complax. The improvements arz2 summarized as
£2ollows:s K

- Exclusive northbound left-turn lane

- Exclusive northbound right-turn lane

- EZxclusive sastibound right-turn lana

- Sacend wastbound lafi-turn lana

A traffic signal at tae intarsection ol 0
Drive and tha new sonnection ts Harkor Drive no7Tin
of Broadway will allaviate traffic impacts %that
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rasult f£reom *%th2 radirsction of tﬁabflc arsund
3rcadway and tha oropesad  open spac area,
Taprovameants T2 thils iatsrsaction will 2 lhs tailad
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»y the City »f San Disge upon complation of
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open space area at the foot of Broadway.

Implamentation of the last two mitigation measures shown apovea
will be governed by a phasing plan. The phasing plan for each
stage of development is included in the EIR, and requires that
associated mitigation measures be implemented in conjunctien
with the development of any individual block on the project
site. The phasing plan will include the installation of
access-related improvements to Pacific Highway as well as the
axtension of E Street, F Streat, or ¢ Straet from Harbor Drive
to Pacific Highway.

. ang-T=2 ement Program:
A TDM program will be designed to raduce the number
of vehicular trips, thereby reducing associated
traffic impacts and parking needs. The TDM program
will be put in place prior to the occupancy of any
new structures and will be incorperatad into all
commercial lsases. This program will incorporata a
variety of measurss which may include some or all
of the following:

- Onsite transit amenitias

- Transit pass sale and information area

- Coordination ¢f a rideshars matching systam

- Praferential carpcol and/or vanpool parking

- Cnsita bika lockers

-~  Development of pedestrian corridors to transit
stops/stations

- Shared parking arrangement thrcugh mix of land
uses

Long=Te padw Seqgme o

Fourtaen roadway segments in the vicinity of the project will
operate above their capacity as a raesult of area wide
development. Traffic from the proposed project will
contributa substantially and significantly to overcapacity
conditions along segmenta of Pacific Highway (south of
Breoadway) and First Avenue (scuth of Ash).

Th2 significant affacts to road segments ralatad to additiocnal
projact traffic genaration have zean  eliminatad or
substantially reduced to a leval lass than signidficant oy
virtus of projact design considarations and ths mitigation
measures identified in tha Final EIR and incorpgratad inte tha
project. CCTAP and CCDC have programmed ilmprovaments for ot
of the sagments for which the project would contributa o
signifizant incraases in tragiic lavals. Tha following
plannad improvements along Pacific Highway and First Avanu:
would raduca 2xpectaed iapacts along these Iwo rcad sszgmants to
a l23s than significant laval:

3
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. s nue: First Avenue will ke restriped and
reconfigured te provide for a 4-lane saction. This
improvement, to be installed by the City of San
Dlego, will be implemented when roadway volumes on

' this segment sexceed acceptable levels based on
current traffic counts. -

° Pacific Highway: Pacific Highway will be widznad
to add new travel and turn lanes adjacent to the
sita. Traffic signals will bhe added at %he
intersections of G Street/Pacific, F
Strzet/Pacific, and E Street/Pacifie. Tha
1mprovement3 will be installed by the City of san
Disgo in a phased manner upon devalopment of
individual blocks in the Navy Broadway Complex.

PUBLIC SERVICES

mnpac coL3

The project area is within the boundaries of the San Diego
Unified School District (SDUSD). The SDUSD provides public
scheool facilitiaes for grades X through 12. A majority of
SDUSD's schools arz currently coperating near or over their
capacity. The number of Navy personnel in the resgion would
remain unchanged, but potantial immigration of familii=as
associated with onsita privata development will increase the
numnber of school age children. Secondary schcols in the ar=a
are gzanerally operating below their capacity, while alzmentary
schools are generally operating over their capacity. Tha
combined capacity of these schools (i.e., 63,990) has alresady
reen 2xczedad by over 2,300 studants. Iaplesmentation of the
private uses on the Navy Broadway Complax Project could rasult
in indirect adverse impacts to elsamentary schools.

To alleviate the currant overcrowding of schoels in the area,
the SDUSD is levying school impact fees as authorized by
California Government Coda Saction 53080 for the long-rang:
planning and construction of new facilities. Section 53080.1
allows for an appeal of the imposition of the f2e to challengs
the applicability of s*udnnt-ganmratzon factors associatad
with the project.

Tha project would net dirsctly contributa students to tha

2lamantary and secendary schools within tha 3San Digo Unidliad

Scheol District since rasidential usas ars not reing proposad.
3 e

V]

An influx of naw non-ailitary persocnnel associatad with onsita
privats davalepment could cause sacondary impacts 3 3chools
in th2 3an Diago araa that ara nsar or over capacity., Ioa2
¥avy offica componant of any of tha altarnatives would nst
rasult in increasad Navy personna2l in %ha ragion, so n¢
aitigatien measures Zor Navy offices ar: na2c233ary. Tha
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,lqnlflcant effacts to schools in the San Dlago area relatad
to the influx of familias associated with privatas development
nave teen aliminated Ora:UbStaﬁtlallY lessened to a lavel la2ss
than significant by virtue of the following mitigation
measura:
. A scheool facilities fse shall be paid in an amount
astablished in accordance with California
Government Code Sections 53080, 53080.1, and 65955.

Nastawata aAc

Tha project would generata 250,435 gallons of wastewater per
day. The additional Wastewatar generatad by this project
would significantly incresase the amount of wastawater conveyed
through existing sewer facilitias and c¢ould cause the
conveyance facilities to operate above their capacity.

The significant =ffects r=lataed to additional wastewatar
generation have been eliminated or substantially reduced to a
lavel 1lass than significant by virtue of project design
considerations and a mitigation measure identified in the
Final EIR and incorporatad into the projact. This measurz is
23 follows: -

* The existing 15-inch diameter mains lzcatzd in
Pacific Highway and in Markst Strest will b»e
upgraded by the projact dseveloper, in coordinatizn
with the  City o¢f San Diago, to a capacity
sufficient to serve futura cnsite davelopment, as
wall as future upstrz2am and tributary developments
that would be linkad to tham. As racommended in 2
sawer pipeline capacity analysis, 1,800 linear faet
of sewer line will be replaced from the
intersaection of Pacific Highway and E Strzet to the
intarsection of Market Street and Kettner
Boulevard. The sawer line will be constructad upon
damand for a naw line created by the project.

PHYSICAL ENVIRCONMENT
TEFPactg Arasio

During construction onsifa soils will be axposed to rain and
sthar aydraualic forcas thalt could avantually convay sadimants
©> tha ccz2an, peotantlally affacting marins 1lifs,

The significant 2ff=cts dus to erosisn and axposura Lo
hydr-ulic forcas hava zesn 2liminata2d or supstant allj radugcad
to a laval la233 than sigﬁlbl,ank oy virtua of Droj=ct A2sign
3‘d=ratlon3 and tha nl_lga -ion mzasura identifiad in the
-1nal TIR, incorporatad inks ths prajachk. Thz following

7



measure would mitigate any impacts from soil erosion during
gconatruction:

) An areosion control plan will ke implemented during
construction of new structures at the Navy Broadway
Complex site. The plan will be preparad by thHe
project developer and submitted to the City for
approval prior to the initiation of construction.
Major components of the plan will include (but not
ce limited to) the following:

- Ragular wataring of =xposed soil.
- Hydroseeding of large (i-acres-plus) areas of
exposed surface soils that will remain etposed

and undisturbed by construction for 3 or mor
months at a timae.

- Draining any arzas whers ponding occurs.

- Placing sandbags in gutters and near storm
drains wheraver construction activities cccur.

Tha sita li=zs ganerally within the Rosa Canyon faul:t zona.
The possibility of a fault bisecting tha site and sZtrong
groundshaking will have to be considered in the design and
placemant of structurss. Design will also have %o consigder
the potantial for ligquefaction.

The significant effects relatad to geclogic hazards have peen
eliminated or substantially reduced to a less than significant
level by virtue of upgrading the design criteria above that
required by the City of San Di=go to UBC Seismic Zone 4, and
by censidering tha ramedial measures for fault suriacs
ruptura, seismic groundshaking, and ligquefaction outlined in
"additional Geolegic, Saismic, and Geotaechnical Studias, Navy
roadway Complaex, San Disgo, California,” preparad by
Nocdward-Clyde Consultants (dated September 5, 1990 in the
design and construction of all new buildings.

AIR QUALITY

Zlizect

Constzuciian astivitias ars a sours: of  fugitive  dusT
amissisn3 that may hava a substantial tempsrary iapac: on
1ncal alr guality. Zmissions ar2 associatad with damolitisn,
3round axcavatisn and sit2 preparation. Dust amissions ary
subatantially from day to day, depending on thz laval of

activity, the specific operations, and the orava;llng*eaa. ar,

3




Fugitive dust created during construction could rasult in
short-term nuisance impacts.

The significant eoffects reslated to construction dust
generation have been eliminated or substantially reduced to a
level less than significant by virtue of project design
considerations and the mitigation measures identifiad in the
Final EIR and incorporatad into tha projact. The factor used
in the EIR to determine dust generation doces not taka into
account the relatively hzgh watar table at the Navy Broadway
Complex, which rasults in moistar seoil and 1less dust
generation. Dust control through regular watering and other
fugitive dust abatement measuras raquired by the San Diego Air
Pollution Control District (APCD) can raduce dust lavels by 50
to 75 percent. Dust emissicon rates, therafore, depend on the
length of the construction activitias and the cara with which
dust abatament proceduras are implemented. The maximum dust
generation (not considering the higher moisture content of
onasita soils) would be approximately 4.7 tones per month.
With dust control measuras, the total is reduced to about 2
tons per menth of construction activity.

Whila the overall dust generation is substantial, the daily
rata of fugitive dust generation is well within the dispersiva
capacity of tihe air basin without any adversa air quality
impacts. It should also be notad that amuch of this dust is
comprised of large particlas that ara =asily filtared by human
breathing passages and settls out rapidly on nearby foliagse
and horizontal surfaces. The dust thus comprisas mores of a
nuisancs rather than any potentially unhaalthful air quality
impact. With implementation of the following measurass and
other dust aratement procedurss, aven the shert-tarm impact is
lassened o an insignificant level.

. Fugitive dust will be controllad by regular
wataring as requirad by the San Diego Air Pollution
Control Distriet and through erosion contrel and
straet washing to reduca dirt spillaga onto
travelsd roadways near the construction site. This
measur2 will e implemented by the project
davaloper and wili be requirad o ke includad in
construction documents.

The propesad project will geanarats 23,000 total vahicls Zrip
per day. Thasa vahicle trips will gansrats 270'pcunds par A
of ‘total srganic gasas, 2,105 pound per day of carbon aanoxi:
and 443 pzounds pear day of nitrogen oxidaes. The prejacet Wi
centzibut2 2o an 3lrzeady axisting vielatlom »f %ha o230
standard and infaual-y the currant air qualizy prodlem in =l
San Dilage Alr 2asin,

o
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The project would generata, without mitigation, approximately
38,000 trips. Up to 40 percent of these trips (16,000) are
associated with Navy personnel relocatad to the site. These
personnel arg alrzady located in the San Diego Air Basin, and
would simply be relocatad to the Navy Broadway Complex. This
consolidation provides substantial opportunities to raduce
regional emission loads associated with commute trips by these
personnel, as discussed below.

A Travel Demand Management (TDM) plan will be implementad as
part of the project to substantially reduce singla~occupancy
vehicle usage at the site. In addition, the site is located
within walking distance of a commuter rail, an AMTRAX rail
station, 10 bus lines, and two light-rail transit lines {one
is under development). This provides a substantial
opportunity for utilizing mass transit and reducing single~
occupancy vehicla usa. By consolidating Navy personnel from
a number of smaller, dispersad facilities to a singla facility
proximate to these transit opportunities, single-cccupancy
vehicle usage by Navy personnel can be substantially reduced
in the air basin, with estimatad reductions of 40 percent.
Vahicle trips that are new to the San Diago Air Basin would
constitute the raemaining approximataly 60 percant of the
orojact's trip generation. TOM will also help allaviatas
impacts from vshicle trips that are new to the San Di=go
ragion. Basad on City of San Diago estimatas of TDM
affactivaness, thie TOM measures proposed for this projact and
the project's proximity to mass transit are astimatad to
reduce daily vehicle trips from sach of the proposed land uses
by the following amount:

Estimataed
L se Trip Reduction by TDM
Office 60 percent
Hot=l 25 percent
Reatail ' 15 percent

Implementation of the TDM plan will raducs th2 total number of
project trips by approximately 40 percent, which will
substantially raduce potantial vehicular 2missicns. Aftsr
application of the TDM plan, trips associated with the mixed-
usa developmant would be approximately 23,004. IZ «ths
axisting 15,000 wahiclas that ara associatad with Navy
personnel locatad throughout the air basin araz discountsd, fae
net increzase in daily vanlcla trips would 22 raducad t2 7,000,
Thas2 net trip l2vals assuma that all of tha rsmaining
vehiclea are new te the air »asin, a premiss which prozably
owvarstatas the naw vahicla trayel,

Tha California Ailr Resources 3oard indicatas That m2asur:s o
upstantially raducz tha2 numser of singla-ccoupancy vanpislas
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would be the primary determinant of consistency with the
current (1982) and proposed State Implementation Plan (SIP).
Long-term vehicular emissions will be substantially raducsd
through implementation of an extensive Travel Demand
Management Program primarily aimed at reducing the uss of
singla~occupancy vehicles. Therefore, the Navy Broadway
Complex Project would be consistent with the curraent (1982)
and propesed SIP. The significant long-tarm project-specific
effacts to air quality related to vehicular emission levels
have been eliminated or substantially lassened to a level less
than significant by virtue of the naturz of the project and
the mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR (see
Traffic discussion in these findings, page 4) and incorporatsad
into the projact.

NOQISE
ampora cons tio oise Impact

Noise generatad by construction equipment, including =arth
movers, material handlers, and portable genarators can reach
high levels. Implementation of the project would cause a
short-tarm annoyance to noise-sensitive land uses in the
surrounding area du= to construction activities., The ar=a is
fraquented by visitors, especially on weekends. This impact
may be considerad a significant nuisance impact to users of
the nearby watarfront during tha construction pericd.

The significant 28fects ralated to short-term noise generation
have been 2liminatad or substantially lessened to a lavel less
than significant by virtue of project design considerations
and the mitigation measurss identifiad in the Final EIR and
incorporatad into the project. These measurss arz as follows!:

. A looped 12kV system will be constructad by the
project desveloper in phases to provide adegquata
alectricity to the wvarious individual structures
within <the Navy Broadway Complax as they ara

devaloped.

» Coordination by projzct developers will occur with
SDG&E regarding racommendatisns on snergy
consarvation measuras. All priwvata devalopmant

will Ze constructad in accardanca with Title 24 27
the California Adminigtrative Codsz, which providas
anargy consarvaktion measuras. .

¥

Th2 prejact will hava a significant dmpact eon cultuaral
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resources. Based on Critarion C of 36 CFR 60.4, Buildings 1,
11, and 12 appear to meet National Register Criteria as a
single architectural and historical group. They represent the
antire development history of the Navy Broadway Complex and
are primary contributing features to the overall character of
this area of the San Diago waterfront. These buildings form
an architectural unit, and are tied together both in tarms of
general form (design) and function. They are all designed in
compatible utilitarian/industrial styles, and rstain a high
degree of integrity. Impacts would rasult from the removal or
substantial renovation (modification of the axtarior and
interior components) of portions of Buildings No. 1 and No.
12. Building 11 is beyond tha project limits and would not be
affacted by the proposed project.

In order to determine appropriata steps to mitigatas the
impacts © these cultural resources, the Navy has consulted
with the California State Histaoric Preservation Qffice (SHPO)
and the Advisory Council on Historiec Presarvation. Tha
significant effects related to removal or substantial
alterations of thesa buildings have been =2liminatsd or
substantially lessened to a level less than significant by
virtue of project design considerations and the mitigation
measura idesntified in the Final ZEIR and incorporated into the
project.

. The Navy will recoxd Buildings 1 and 12 pursuant to

‘ Section 110(b) of the National Historic
Preservation Act and will monitor excavatisns to
ansura that no significant archacoloegy is
inadvertsntly lost.

PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY
s from Soil C io

Several areas of contamination or potential contamination wara
identified on the site that could adversely affesct the health
of personnel on the sita, especially during construction
activitiss that uncover soils. Minor hazardous waste spills
wara located or may be locatad on the site. In addition,
transformers that contain PCB's ars locatad on tha site,
although nen2 ars iXnewm to e l22king, Thera ara no known
maior hazardous waste spills or lesaking underground storage
Tanks on the sits, 3acauss Tha prasencz of nazardcous wasta
can affect public health, this rapresants ‘a significant
impact.

The significant effacis ralatad 321l contamination hawsa Lean
gliminatad or substantially lessaned €o a layel la2s3 <aan
significant by viztua of projact dasign considarations and thsa
aitigation m2asuras identifisad in %h2 Tinal 3IIR and




incorporated into the project. These measures are as follows:

*

If any underground storage tanks on the site ar
found to be leaking, such leaks will be cleaned up
in accordance with the Resource Conversation and
Racovery Act (RCRA) and any other applicable state
or City of San Diago regulations, with clean up
being initiatad upon discovery of any leaks.

If avidence of hazardous materials contamination is
discoversd, the EPA will be promptly notified and
all applicable requirements of the Comprshensivas
Emergancy Rasponse Compensation and Liability Act
and the Superfund Amendment and Rzauthorization Act
(CERCLA/SARA) and the National Contingency Plan
{NCP) will be. compliad with.

If CERCLA hazardous substances are discovered, no
construction will occur until the requiraments of
CERCLA/SARA and the NCP have been fully satisfied.
CERCLA/SARA/NCP? activities would take priority over
new construction until CERCLA/SARA ccmpliance has
been achiasvad.

rior to construction, the axaa teneath axisting
Bulldlm; 3 will be <further investigated £for tha
prasence of hazardous materials in the soils., If
any c¢ontaminatad s0ils ars found, they will be
cleaned up in accordance with EPA regulations.

The 2fLluid in transformers and other electrical
units will be tastad prior to onsite construction
To determine the presence of PCBs. If PCBs ars
found, the fluid and the units will be disposed of
at an approved wasta disposal facility in
accordance with the Toxic Substance Contrel Act
(TSCA) .

Tha 30il in the vicinity of <tha forklift
maintanance ar=sa at existing Building 106 will be
tastad for acidity prior to development in this
arsa. If the pH of the so0il is less than 5, the pH
vill Za adjust d so that it is greatsr than 3.

Tha eily ra3zidua-stained soil and zaving matarials
in tha vicinities of =2xisting 3Buildings 7 and 133
will e Tamavad ko the satisfactibtn of the TPA
?rior %o davalspment in this ar2a and disposad of
in =2n approvad dispesal facility,
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ascts Relakted o Ashestos

Development of the pxcject would pose significant health
axposure risks associated with demolition of buildings that
contain asbhestos. During demolition, asbkestos fibers could
become airborne, thereby providing a pathway to enter the
human systam. Asbestos exposure is considersd a human health
risk, and building demolition required by the projact would be
considered a significant health impact.

FINAL MEIR

As described in Item II of Attachment A of Agency Resolutioen
No. 2081 and City Council Resolution No. 279875 cartifying the
final MEIR and incorporatad by refersasnce.

It was found the potential land use incompatibilities,
transportation and circulation impacts, air quality impacts,
neise impacts, cultural resources, demolition of potantial
impacts %o peolice, ¢fire protection services, libraries,
potable water distribution, stormwater collection and solid
waste collection, groundwater impacts, geological hazards,
hazardous materials contamination and potantial 1loss of
valscntolcgical rasocurces, impacts will be mitigatad to below
a level of significance.

The Navy 3roadway Complex Final EIR found project-speciiic
impacts (as described above in Sections A-H) which may be
possibla regarding traffic, public services, physical
anvironment, air, noisa, cultural resources, oublic health and
safety. Sevaral of the potential impacts ars related to the
fact that now there is a specifiic development proposal which
may not match the general assumptions addressad in the Final
MEIR. It is anticipated that many, if not all potentially
significant impacts associated with the Navy Broadway Complex
will be mitigatad,

Tha following discussion explains tha reascons why changes or
alterations which avoid or substantially lessen certain
significant environmental affacts of the redevalopment of the
Navy Broadway Complsx, a3 provided for in the proposad
Development Agreement, ara within the responsibility and
jurisdiction o2 anothar public agency and not tha City
Council, and how such chang=s havs been adoptad by such other
ag=ncy or can and should ba adootad by such Sthar agency.

A, PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFITY
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located at approx1mat=ly 7 to 11 feet below the ground
surface of the s3ita. Subsurface construction would
ancountar substantial guantities of groundwater, and a
temporary groundwater dewatering program would be
required during construction. Although it is unlikaly
that any contaminated groundwatar would be encountered
during temporary dewataering activitiss, it was found that
the dewatering program associatad with the nearby
Conventicon Center may have promoted migration of the
contaminatad plume in the diraction of that projact. It
is conceivable that temporary groundwater dewataring
associatad with project development could cause migration
of the plume, or of a currently unknown source of
contaminatad groundwatar, towards the WNavy Broadway
Complex.

The significant effacts rslated to contaminated
groundwater have been 2liminated or substantially reduced
to a lavel less than significant by virtue of project
design considerations and the mitigation measure
identified in the Final EIR and incorporated into the
projaect. The measura is ags follows:

. Authorization to tamporarily discharga dewatsring
waste during projact construction will be obtained
from the executive officer of the Regional Wataer
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) under NPDES CA
0108707,

FINAL MEIR

As described in Itam IIT of Attachment A of Agency Resolution

No. 2081 and City Council Resolution 279875 cartifying the
Final MEIR and incorporatzd by rafsrance.

1, With respect to projact-spacific mitigation for projects
within the nlannlnq jurisdiction of government agenCLes other
than tha City of San Diego:

Projact-specific mitigation would ke raquired for a number of
potantial impacts including potantially significant land use
incompatibilitias, air quality impacts during construction, CC
notspots, noise  imvacts, damolition of  historically
significant buildings, petantial loss of subsurface cu‘tL—a-
rascurcas, wind accalzaratisn, impasts to public facilities an
sarvices, gadlegical hazards, ground-watar impacts, hazardous
matarials sontamiration and potantial loss of palesntolegizal
rasouxrcas,

Othar govarnmant agenclias with planning jurisdiction in
Planning Area includa thz San Dilage TInifisd Port Dist
{Port District), ka2 County of 3an Tis2ge, tha U, 3. Vavy,
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san Diegoe Association of Governments (SANDAG) and the
california Coastal Commission. The County of San Di=go has
planning jurisdiction over County-owned property in Centra
city used for a County purpose; the U. S. Navy controls a
large developed parcel adjacent to the waterfront (the
Broadway Complex) and an adjacent pier; and SANDAG is the
designated Airport Land Use Commission for Lindbergh Fisld.
Lindbergh Field's Airport Influence Area extends across a
portion of the Planning Area. The Cantre City waterfront is
under the jurisdiction of the San Diego Unified Port District
and the California Coastal Commission. However, tha Coastal
Commission has delegatad its coastal zone authority to the
city of sSan Disgo and the Port District as a result of their
certification of the Local Coastal Program and Port Mastar
Plan. :

The U. S. Navy has antered into a memorandum of understanding
{MOU) with the City of San Diego providing for cocperation in
the future development of the Navy Broadway Complex. Thsa MOU
specifies that the Navy, in consultation with the City of San
Diego, will prespare a development plan and urban design
guidelines that will define the nature of development that
will occur on the Navy Broadway Complex.

2. With respect to transit ridership:

Traffic ralatad impacts would be mitigatad primarily D»by
increasing the percent of transit ridership to 30 percent by
the year 20253. It is astimatad that an additicnal 440 buses,
305 trollay cars and 35 commuter rail cars would be raguirs

2or the routas serving the Planning Arza during the AM peak
hour. This mitigation measurs would be the responsibility of
the Matropolitan Transit Development Board (MTDB)..

3. With respect to freeways:
Impacts to kay frezeway seqments and ramps will need to be

mitigatad through measures such as ramp Ietering, ramp
widening and providing additional-lanes for beth freeways and

ramps. Thasa mneasures would be the responsibility and
jurisdiction of the California Department of Transportaticn
(Caltrans). Tha Redevelopment Plan provides Agency

varticipation with Caltrana to widen various frezeway ramps in
the Planning Arza and these mitigation measurss can and snould
ba adeoptad by Caltrans.,

rd

4, With raspact to alr guality:

Siniiar to traffic impacts, tha aicigation of CO hotspols 13
dapendant in part on the implementation ol 2 50 percant
=ransit meda split by tha year 2025, Provisicn of tha nsadad
additional busas, trolley cars and ccocmmutar raill cars is not
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iv.

within the jurisdiction of the City or Agency, but rather the
Metropolitan Transit Development Board.

The following dlSCUSSlOn explains the rsasons why specific
sconomic, social or other considerations maks infeasiblea the
mitigation measuraes or projesct alternatives with respect to
sach significant environmental effact of the redevelopment of
the Navy Broadway Complax, as provided for in the proposed

" Development Agreement, which cannot be avoided or

substantially lassened.

A. LONG-TERM VEHICULAR EMISSIONS--CUMULATIVE IMPACT ON AIR
QUALITY

The Regional Air Quality Strateqgy sstablishes a goal of
maintaining a Level of Service (LOS) ¢ or bettar at
intersections to reduce idling times and venicular
smissions. Cumulative development in the project
vicinity would crezate congestion (LOS D or below) at six
intersections. The proposed projact would contributa a
substantial increment te this congestion at one or two of
these intersections. City of San Diego standards provide
that this incremental contribution to the region's non-~
attainment of ozone and carbon monoxide standards is a
cumulatively significant unmitigated lmpact.

The significant effect has been substantially resduced to
the extand feasibla by virtua of the design
considerations and the mitigation measures idantified in
the Final EIS and incorporatad inteo the projact. The San
Diege Basin is a non-attainment arsa for ozone, nitrogen
dioxide, and carbon monoxide. The project would include
transportation demand management measuras (TDM) that
would substantially reducz the potential air quality
impacts of the projact. Incorporation of the TDM would,
according to +tha California Air Rescurces Board,
demonstrata consistency with the State Implementation
Plan. Neverthelass, after implementation of all feasible
mitigation measures, the project would continue <o
contributa substantial traffic to a congestad
intarsection and would therefors contributa significantly
to an unmitigated impact.

Tha chief goal of CZQA is mitigatiszn or avoldancs o2
anvironmeantal harm. ;Altar ativas and mitigation measurss
fulfill tha sama‘functlon of diminishning cor aveoiding
adversa a2nvirsnmental eoffscts, When ‘2 significan%z
environmental impact zr@=mains afzer implamentation of
nitigation maasura3, a r2ascnabla rang2 of altarnativas
naad t5 pe 2valuated and 2ither adoptad or sheown Lo 22
inaffactive or infeasidl2 a3 a means to raduca or preavant
dstrimental affacts to thé snvironment. Ths final ZIR
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avaluated six alternatives in addition to the proposed
projact. Only the No-Action Altarnativa would raducs or
avoid the cumulative impact on air quality.

A summary of 2ach alternative addrassed in the Final EIR
is provided below. The purpose of this summary is to
illustrata how @ach altarnative diffars from the project,
whather or not =sach altarnative can avoid or lessen th

unmitigated impact, and if so, what "specific, economic,
social, or other considerations"™ makz2 the alternative
infeasible. With the exception of the No-Action
Alternative, Alternative G, the alternatives would
contribute substantial traffic to one or two
intarsactions and would <therafore also contributas a
significant lmpact to cumulative air quallty impacts.

Altarnative A is the proposed projact.

Alternative B

Altarnative B rapresents an additional 250,000 SF of
commercial coffice and 1.4 acres less open space than the
proposed project, totalling 3,500,000 SPF of mixad uses
(including 300,000 SF of above-grade ©parking).
Alternative B would alzo rasult in a significant
unmitigatad impact on cumulative air quality. Although
this alternative meets the basic project objsciives, it
does not avoid this impact and is not environmantally
superior to the proposed projsct.

Alternative C

Alternative C proposes rshabilitation of existing Navy
buildings and additional development totalling 2,470,000
SF of mixed uses (including 225,000 SF of abovs-grade
parking. The open space and museum proposed by the
projact wculd not Dbe providad, nor would commercial
office be developed. Although Alternative C meets the
basic project objectives, it would have several
unmitigatad impacta re2lated to planning in addition to
ynmitigatad cumulative air gquality impacts, so it is
anvironmentally infarior to the projsct.

Alrarnativa |

o
15

b I TR O R S ol

Altazrnaziva D would *=qu*ra privata devalopment an
Navy aroadway Complex sita to ganérata sufficiant ravan
for asgulisitizn and us2 of a sacend site, Thi
ix

2

Lwww

al*abhahzva would e davaloped with 2,915,000 ST of 2
uses, inzluding aporoximataly 20,000 87 of Navy oiific
at tha Navy Broadway Cemplax, and aporoximataly 389,01
37 of Navy offices on a sits in tha 2asta2rn arsa ok
Aawymtown 3an Diago, Prooosad u32s on tha Mavy Broadway

Fip O™~
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Complex would be similar to Alternative B in intansity
and layout--with 0.5 acre of open space--but additional
commercial office and hotal uses would be devesloped in
placa of Navy offices to meet project rfinancial
objectives. This altarnative meets the basic projact
cbjectives. Howaver, Altarnative D wold also result .in
a significant unmitigated impact on cumulative air
guality and, therefore, is infeasible as a means to avoid
this impact. Alternative D is not anvironmentally
superior to the proposed projact.

+2 tive

Alternative E would include construction of 1 million S7
of Navy offices on the Navy Broadway Complex sita and no
privatz devalopment. Construction would be taxpayesr-
financed congressionally funded and would primarily
invelve the rehabilitation of the two largest buildings
on the property, and canstruction of one new building,
No open space would be provided. Although this
alternative provides one million SF of Navy offices, it
is infeasible because it does not meet the basic project
objectives of providing the Navy offices at a raduced
cost to taxpayers; it relias on diract Fedaral
appropriation of tax dollars to totally financa tha
projact. Although this alternative would have lass of an
effect on cumulative air guality than the propcsad
projact, the impact would still be significant.
Furthermor=, Altarnative E wold have additional impacts
related te planning (similar to Alternative C) and thus
would be anvironmentally inferior to the project,
o 1

Alternative F would be similar to the projsct and would
be developed with 3,315,000 SF of mixed uses {including
365,000 SF of above-grade parking), but includes no
devalopment on the most northern of the four blocks on
the sita and 1.4 mora acras of open space. Developmant
on the othar thr2e blocks of the site would be
intengifiad {comparad with the project), and up to 300~
Zoot-tall buildings would be built. Although lccal
govarnmant f£inancial assistance would e neesded for
tartain infrastructura improvements, this altarnative
Teat3 the basic sbjectives of the projact. Altarnative
F would nok aveold unmitigatad significant cumulativa air
quality impacts and would result 1n unmitigated
aasgthatics impacts as well, 3o it i3 snvironmentally
infarior %o tha proposad projach,




Alternative G is the WNo-Action Alternative. NOo new
development would occur on the Navy Broadway Complax and
axisting uses would be retained. No unmitigated
significant impacts would result. This alternative would
avoid a szgnlflcant cumulative impact on air quality.
This alternative is infeasible because it does not meet
the objactive of accommodating the demand for Navy
officas in 2 central location.

FINAL MEIR

As described in Item IV of Attachment A of Agency Resolution
Nol 2081 and City Council Reselution 2798753 certlfyﬂng the
Final MEIR and incorporatad by reference.

1. With respect to significant traffic circulation and
traffic-ralated land use impacts:

Even ‘with implementation of the identifiesd mitigaticns, tne
following significant traffic impacts would occur: lavel of
service F on Harbor Drive and Broadway, SR-163 and I-5 and on
eight freeway ramps providing access to downtown from SR-1563
and I-5. Further mitigation would require a significant
raducticn in tha scale or volume of futura development in ths
Projact Area. The Final MEIR assessed the affsct of
alternatives which weuld provide for: davelopment of ramote
parking in the Project Area; implementing raversible lanss on
Harbor Oriva; decresased intansity of davelopment at tha
watarfront; a no preoject altaernative; and a reducad density
alternative.

Tha Final MEIR assessad the 2ff2ct of alternativaes which weould
provide for: development of remota parking in the Project
ar2a; implementing reversible lanes on Harbor Drive; decreased
intensity of development at the waterfront; no projact
alternative; and a r=duced density alternative.

The scals or voluma of the development in the Projact Area
could be raduced by reducing develcpment at the watarfront and
by both the raduced-and no-projact altarnativaes. Howaver,
reduction of the intansity at the waterfront is not within the
jurisdiction of The City of San Diago. Raeduction of intensity
thrsugh tha no projact and raducad density altarnatives would
re accnomically infaasible,

Tha analysis contained in ths 7Final MEIR £inds that
anticipated Cantrs City davelcpmant'with no radevalopmant pilan
would result in traffic and relatad nois2 increasing, and
corrasponding alr qualltf dsc raaalng ovar time, with none of
tae coordinazad planning and mitigation mechanisms available
wita tha usa of a ﬁommunlty oz radavalcpmenc plan, Tha damand

-

far oublic facilitias and servicas weould continua without Ths
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resourcas of radevelopment available. Furthermore, the loss
of a coordinated plan for redevelopment would result in an
underutilization of 1land within the urban core, theraby
ancouraging further development pressura in outlying areas,
with the attendant potantial siqnlflcant impacts on veqlonal
traffic, air quality, energy consumption, public services,
loss of open space and potential loss of agricultural land.
The no project altarnative would not encourage the objactives
and goals of the Radevelopment Plan, and other related
documents, with respect to elimination of urban rlight and
incompatisle land uses within the urban core. Physical,
economic and social conditions would not be improvad and could
worsen placing a greater drain on city and county rescurces.
The no project alternative would further endanger the City's
ability to promote the identified goals.

2. With respect to significant air quality impacts:

Even with implementation of the identifisd@ mitigations,
significant air quality impacts associatad with CO ccurrence
on all street segments, ramps, and freseway segments that
operate at an LOS of D or below, would occur even after
traffic mitigations ar= implementad. Further mitigation would
require a significant reduction in the scals or veolume of
futura davaloment in the Project Araa. The MEIR assessed the
affect of altarnaties which would provida for decrzased
intensity of development; and the no project alternative. The
sScale or volume of develorment in the Project Ar=a could be
raducead by beth of the alternatives. Tha social, =2conomic and
other considarations which make these altarnativas infsasinhle
are the same a3 those described under paragraph above.

The following discussion explains the benefits of the
redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complax, as provided for in
the proposed Development Agreement which outweigh the
significant environmental effacts of the redevalopment of the
Navy Broadway Complex, a3 provided for in the proposed
Devalopment Agr2ement, which cannot ke avoidad or
substantially lassaned. .

A, Tha proposed projact would provida a 1.9-acrs ar=a £
davelopment by tha City of San Diegeo of public op2n ska
at tha foot of Broadway adjacant to tha watariron
Thara is th2 possidility that this ar=a could e combin

=
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(D"i

with adjacent arza under centrol of Lth=2 Clty and tna2
Dizgo Unifiesd Port District te cxaats an up =2 1:-3
watarfrent park. An open spacs araa at tna wlald
3roadway nas Le=n long sought Dy +the Jity, and
reprasaniad in a numbar of elanning documants, incladd
; Principlasz, ar 1 ast
zargant of *he lin=ar ground laval frontage of buildin
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fronting the open space will be developed with retail,
rastaurants, and other public-orientad activities, Tha

cpen space area could serva as a watarfront gataway to
downtown San Diege.

In addition to the 1l.9%-acre open space at the foot of
Broadway, pedestrian facilities and gallarias would add
another 3 acres of open space uses to the sita, In 211,
the project will 2nhance pedestrian access to and usa of
the waterfront, and will be a substantial community
benefit.

currently thera is no access along E Street, P Street, or
tha extension of G Street through the Navy Broadway
Complex. Pedestrian access to the waterfront from the
downtown cora and the Marina rasidential area is thus
precluded along these straets. These streets would ke
opened and impreoved with wide pedestrian ways to provids
anhancad pedestrian access to the waterfront. Tha
axtension of G Street will be improved to provide 50 feet
of pedestrian access within a 120~foot right~of-way.
This will provide substantially improved access between
the G Street Mols and the Marina residential area. E and
F sireets will koth ke improved with agproximataly 35
faet of pedestrian access within a 75~foot right-of-way.

The major buildingzs on the site ars industrial in
appearance. The site, whils well maintained, exhibits
minimal architactural variation. The project will have
architectural a2xcallance, designed to step down £rom the
downtown corea to the waterfront. Towers will be designed
to minimize view obstructions from inland aresas, and tc
cresate a well-composed skyline compatible with existing
and 'planned development. Low-rise elaments will be
designed to c¢reate interest and variaty. Strest level
alements will be dasignad to provida a pedestrian scale
Fences and buildings that block views to the watarfront
along G Strzet will be ramoved. High quality
strzetscaping and landscaping will be =astablished to
promote a comfortable and anhanced pedestrian
anviromment., Enhancad pedastrian walikways will ba
provided aleng Pacific highway, Broadway, and Harbor
Driva,

Up 2o 33,000 37 of znfinished spaca shall be provided fax
3 community-sponacrad group to davalop a mMusaun, with 2
lika2ly orizntation <Toward showcasin the maritinse
heritage of the Tity and ths historic significances of
this arza of Lthe watariront. Tha museum would be
deszigned t> providse principle access to th2 open spaca
ar2a, to intaegrata projact design 2laments and further
smphasiz: =h2 3pedastrian environment creatad by *th?
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The Central Bayfront Design Principlss were adoptad to
halp guide development among the several jurisdictions
and property owners located along the Central Bayfront.
The design principles were incorporated inte thea
preliminary Centre City San Diego Communjtv Plan and the
Navy Broadway Complex Project. Tha development agraement
between the City and the Navy will provide assurance that
redevelopment of this area, over which the City has no
authority, will be compatipla with other development
existing and planned for the ara2a. The Progress Guide
apnd General Plan contains an objective for the central
urbanized area of the City of "attracting the most
intensive and wvariad land use including office
administrativa, financial, rasidential,  and
entertainment, and strengthening the viability of the
central areas through renewal, radevelopment, and new

.construction."

The waterfront arsa in the projact vicinity is heavily
used by residents, employeses, and visitors. The Navy
Broadway Complex, in its current configuration, does not
anhance the aresa for waterfront usars. The projsct as
proposed will anhance San Diesgo's waterfront. Tha open
spaca ar=a at the foot of Broadway will provida the
oppertunity to crzata a component of a waterfront gateway
to downtown San Disgo. Pedestrian access *to the
waterfront will be substantially increased Ry the
provision of access ways through tha site, and by
providing pedestrian amenitiess along the various walkways
adjacent to and through tha site. The watarfront museun
will also provide a substantially beneficial wussa
cemplimentary to the watsrfront.

The project would provide approximately 10,800 permanent
job opportunitias at project buildout. Nearly 6,700 of
these jobs would be with Navy perscnnel alrsady in the
region but mores than 4,100 new employment opportunitises
would be created. This would 2nhance tha sconomic base
of downtoewn San Di=ge.

Tha ¥Navy Broadway Complax dces not currantly provids tax
revanuas to tha City of San Disgo. Aftar redevalopment,
tha projact 3ita weould generata prorparty taxss, sales
taxas, and transisant cccupancy taxas to tHa City of 3an
Diago, It is projactad that th2 prejact wold caturn
$258,197,090 n2t in revanuas to tha City of San Diago
ovar thea naxt 39 yz2ars. Tha assumptions and methedolcgy
usad to dariva thls ara daseribad in detail on pagas -
132 *tarough 4=-143 of =tha draft 3I3. This is 2
sunstantial penafit 2f Sha projact, and providas rsvanus

23



to the City from a sita that has not previously preduced
any public revanuss. :

FINAL MEIR
As described in Item V of Attachment A of Agency
Resolution No. 2081 and City Council Resolution No.

279875 certifying the Final MEIR and incorporatasd by
rafarenca.

Significant unavoidable traffic and circulation and
traffic-ralatad land use impact is partially cffset by
the benefits of lmplemantlnq the Redevelopment Plan which
provides a synergistic mix of land uses that will reduce
the number and length of ragional trips as wall as the
number of trips made into downtown.

Significant unavoidabla air quality impact is partially
offset by the implementation of an aggressive transit
improvement program sarving downtown.

The Community Plan and ralatad documents will allasw the
use of redevalopment methoeds to sliminate blight and to
ancourage davelopment of new buildings and businesses
which conform to the land use goals stated in the Cantre
City <Community Plan. The Plan will improva
administration of the existing radevelopment projacts as
wall as facilitate coordinated planning and
infrastructura improvamants betwesan mulitiple
jurisdictions for the benefit of the antira area,
includéing the improvements on and adjacant to property
owned by the Unifiad Port District, the faderal
government, and the Metropeclitan Transit Development
Board.

Implamentation of the Redevelopment Plan also partially
offsets unavoldabls traffic and circulation impacts by
providing for transit, pedestrian, street frseway ramp
and parking improvements that would not otherwise be made
dua o a lack of public rasourcas and coordination with
multipla jurisdictions.

Funlic lavolvament <&througn tane redayvelopmant proc2383
would stimulata privata re2invsstment in the ar=a and aid
tha naighborhocds in affectively competing in tha city-
wvide demand for nesded public improvemants and sa2rvicas,
The2 eceonemic anvironment in and around the Radavelopmant
Projact Area and Planaing Are=a will thus e ravitalizad
zhazeugh naw davalopment, including continued incrzasas I3
th2 property tax bas2s and resultant incraasass to tha2 tax
incrament available Zfor radavalopma2nt. Radayalopmant
¥ill zring reasidanats, employzes and visitors ia%s
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downtown, with associatad increases in spending and
consumption of services. Propertieg adjacent to tha
redeveloped areas will have the incentive to improve
their facilitiss to capitalize on the jincraasa in
activity downtown.
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PREFACE TO THE FINAL EIR

The National Defense Authorization Act for fiscal year 1987, Public Law 99-661, authorized the
Navy Broadway Complex project. The Navy and City of San Diego executed a memorandum of
understanding (MOU)) agreeing to enter into a development agreement, including a development
plan and urban design guidelines for the project.

Because both the Navy and the City of San Diego must approve the development agreement, both
an environmental impact statement (EIS) prepared in accordance with the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) and an environmental impact report (EIR) prepared in accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) have been completed and address the potential
environmental impacts of the proposed project.

This document is the Final EIR, for which the City of San Diego is the lead agency. In
accordance with Section 21083.5 of CEQA, an EIS may be submitted in lieu of an EIR, to the
extent that the EIS complies with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. According to Section
21083.7 of CEQA, when a project requires preparation of both an EIS (in accordance with
NEPA) and an EIR (in accordance with CEQA), "the lead agency shall, whenever possible, use
the EIS as such EIR as provided in Section 21083.5." As provided by Section 15150 of the State
CEQA Guidelines, an EIR "may incorporate by reference all or portions of another document
which is a matter of public record or is generally available to the public."

The Final EIS was prepared to fully comply with the provisions of both NEPA and CEQA, and
contains all discussions required by each act. The Final EIS is being circulated concurrently with
and to the same agencies and members of the public as the Final EIR. Please see the Executive

Summary of the Final EIS for a general description of the project and the major environmental
issues associated with its implementation.

JB/664P001.P




Draft Environmental Impact Report
(Original Text)




DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR THE
NAYY BROADWAY COMPLEX PROJECT

City of San Diego
City Administration Building
.202 "C" Street
San Diego, California 92101

Contact: Maureen A Stapleton
Deputy City Manager

April 1990




PREFACE TO THE DRAFT EIR

The legislation authorizing the Navy Broadway Complex project is the National Defense
Authorization Act for fiscal year 1987, Public Law 99-661. The Navy and City of San Diego
executed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) agreeing to enter into a development
agreement, which will include a development plan and urban design guidelines for the project.

Because both the Navy and the City of San Diego must approve the development agreement, both
an environmental impact statement (EIS) in accordance with the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) and an environmental impact report (EIR) in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) are being prepared to address the potential environmental
impacts of the proposed project.

This document is the EIR, for which the City of San Diego is the lead agency. In acecordance with
Section 21083.5 of CEQA, an EIS may be submitted in lieu of an EIR, to the extent that the
EIS complies with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. According to Section 21083.7 of
CEQA, when a project requires preparation of both an EIS (in accordance with NEPA) and an
EIR (in accordance with CEQA), "the lead agency shall, whenever possible, use the EIS as such
EIR as provided in Section 21083.5."

The EIS was prepared to fully comply with the provisions of both NEPA and CEQA, and contains
all discussions required by each act. As provided by Section 15150 of the State CEQA Guidelines,
an EIR "may incorporate by reference all or portions of another document which is a matter of
public record or is generally available to the public.” This EIR incorporates by reference the EIS
for the Navy Broadway Complex project. The EIS fully complies with CEQA and the State
CEQA Guidelines, so the EIS shall also serve as the EIR for this project. The EIS is being
circulated concurrently with and to the same agencies and members of the public as the EIR.
Therefore, a summary of the contents of the EIS is not necessary within this EIR. The address
to submit comments and request additional information is provided below.

CONTACT FOR INFORMATION AND SEND COMMENTS TO:

Officer in Charge

Western Division Naval Facilities Engineering Command Detachment
Broadway Complex

555 West Beech Street, Suite 101

San Diego, California 92101-2937

(619) 532-3291

COM ON

. . i nd ’
Written comments must be received at the above address by: SR b 1880

JB/6640001.P




CONCLUSIONS TO EIR:

An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was prepared to address
the environmental impacts of each of the proposed alternatives.
This EIR incorporates the EIS by reference. The EIS addressed
land use and applicable plans, transportaticn and circulation,
aesthetics and viewshed, public services and utilities,
socioeconomics, the physical environment, bioclogical resources,
air quality, noise, cultural resources, public health and safety,
and energy and conservation.

The preferred alternative, Alternative A, would include a 1.9-
acre open space area, a museum, and specific design guidelines
consistent with existing plans. Beneficial impacts to land use,
viewsheds, recreational facilities, and socioeconomics would
result from this alternative.

The proposed alternatives would include transportation demand
management measures that would reduce the potential air quality
impacts of the project. According to the California aAir
Resources Board, incorporation of these measures would
demonstrate consistency with the State Implementation Plan.

The Regional Air Quality Strategy establishes a goal of
maintaining a Level of Service (LOS) C or better to reduce idling
of times and vehicular emissions. Cumulative development in the
project vicinity would create congestion (Level of Service D or
below) at six intersections. The proposed project would
contribute a substantial increment to this congestion at one to
two of these intersections. City of San Diego standards provide
that this incremental contribution to the regien's non-attainment
of ozone and carbon monoxide standards is a cumulatively
significant unmitigated impact.

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION OR ALTERNATIVES FOR SIGNIFICANT
UNMITIGATED IMPACTS:

The No Project alternative, which would retain the site in its
current condition, would eliminate impacts to air quality and
traffic circulation. ©Other alternatives considered in the EIS
would have similar impacts to the proposed project. These
alternatives would have a cumulatively significant air quality
impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES INCORPORATED INTC THE PROJECT:

In order to mitigate adverse circulation impacts, intersection
improvements would be made in phases timed to construction on the
various blocks of the project site. The improvements include the
addition of turn lanes at the Broadway/Pacific Highway
intersection and the signalization of Harbor Drive north of
Broadway and the Pacific Highway/Harbor Drive intersection.




These measures would be implemented by the City of San Diego
according to the proposed Development Agreement. Improvements to
the Pacific Highway/Grape Street and Broadway/Front Street
intersections are also planned by the City as recommended in the
Centre City Transportation Action Plan. In addition, "E", "F",
and "G" Streets would be extended through the project site.

These measures would improve the levels of service (LOS) at three
intersections from LOS E-F to LOS D. O©Other intersections would
not be significantly adversely affected by the proposed project.

A Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program would be
proposed for the project to reduce peak hour traffic impacts.

TDM measures include the provision of reserved carpool spaces and
encouraging transit use by accommodating only 80 percent of
parking demand on site. Other measures could include the
provision of bicycle lockers and transit information.

Operation of several intersections at 10OS D would typically be
considered a significant traffic impact. However, since the
project site is located within Centre City where a densification
of uses is necessary to support alternative commute modes, the
project is not considered to have a significant traffic impact,
from an operational standpoint, after the implementation of the
above mitigation measures.

Potentially significant impacts to cultural resources associated
with modification or removal of Buildings 1 and 12 would be
mitigated by compliance with measures determined through
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer.

Ann B. Hix, Principal Planner
City Planning Department




NOTICE OF PREPARATION (NOP) FOR A
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

LEAD AGENCY:
The City of San Diego, California
PROPOSED ACTION:

The Department of the Navy, in coordipation with the City of San Diego, is
proposing to Tedevelop its land known as the Navy Broadway Complex. The
project site 1s located on approximately sixteen acres in downtown San Diego
adjacent to the San Diego Bay waterfront and consists of eight city blocks
that are bounded by Barbor Drive on the west, Market Street on the south,
Pacific Highway on the east, and Broadway on the north (see Exhibits 1 and
2). The sgite 1is currently improved with a series of sixteen miliscellaneous
office and warehouse bulldings containing in excess of one million square feet
of gross floor zrea. The bulldings were constructed between 1922 and 1945,

The Navy 1s proposing to consolidate in modern facilities the general
reglional administrative activities of the naval shore establishment in the San
Diege area. These facilitlies are to be central to the San Diego naval
commands, the populétion of the San Diego area and regional transportation
systems. The Navy's objective is to redevelop this site through a public/
private partnership designed to meet the Navy's regional administrative office
space needs in a manner that will compliment San Diego's bayfront
redevelopment., Approximately one million square feet of Navy office space is
contempleted to be developed on the site by a private developer(s) for use by
the Navy. Additional mixed-use (e.g. office, hotel, speclalty retail) private
development on the site will be allowed which 1s intended to offset the cost
of the Navy-occupied space thereby reducing cost to the taxpayer.

A conceptual master plan snd urban design guidelines will be prepared in
coordination with the San Diegeo community through the City of San Diego to
gulde the develcopment of the site. It is proposed that the Navy and the City
will enter into a development agreement as the mechanism for approval and
control of the site's development.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

Prior to entering into such a development agreement, the City of San Diego
is required to prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in compliance with
the CEQA. The Navy will alsc be preparing an Epvirconmental Impact Statement
{(EIS) for its proposed actions in comwpliance with the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA). Because of dissues common to both and to facilitate
administration, joint hearings and meetings willl be conducted for the NEPA and
CEQA processes.

The EIR will be a full scope document that will cover all matters of
potential envirommental concern {(an initial study ies not attached to this
NCOP). The environmental analysis will address, but mot be limited to, traffic
and circulation, land use and planning, waterfront access, aesthetics and view




corridors, public services and wutilities, socloeconomics, geology and
seismicity, extractable resources, hydrology and dralnage, blology, endangered
species and critical habitat, air quality, noise, cultural resources, coastal
zone management, public health and safety, and energy conservation,

Alternatives that are being considered include variations of private and
Ravy development on the Broadway Complex site, Navy-only development of the
site, development of an alternative gite in downtown San Diego, and no actiom.

COMMENTS ON THE SCOPE OF THE EIR:

The City of San Diego is requesting any comments you may have regarding
the scope of the environmental analysis in the EIR. Because of issues common
to both the Navy's envirommental review and this process and to facilitate
adwinistration, the Navy i1s designated to collect and disseminate questions
and comments regarding this process to the City of San Diego for response.
Please submit comments, in writing, to the address provided below:

Officer in Charge
Western Division
Naval Facilitiese Engineering Command Detachment
Broadway Complex
1220 Pacific Righway
San Diego, Califorpia 92132-5190
Attn: Captain Wayne Goodermote, CEC, USN

Questions should be addressed to the same address or telephone inguiries can
be directed to Anthony Prinecipi, General Counsel, Broadway Complex Project
Office, at (619) 532-3291, Written comments must be submitted by December 16,
1988, ‘

In additiom, Jjoint public scoping meetings will be held to receive written
and oral testimony from governmental agencies and the public about 1ssues that
should be addressed in the EIS/EIR. A morning session has been scheduled for
agency representatives and an evening session for members of the publie. The
evening session will adjourn at 11:30 P.M. or earlier, I1f all comments have
been received, The scoping meetings will be conducted by Captain Wayne
Goodermote, the Officer in Charge of the Broadway Complex Project 0ffice. The
meetings will be informal. Individual speakers will be requested to limit
their statements to five minutes, Written statements will be accepted at the
meetings or they may be mailed to the address given above.

Both meetings will be open to the general public at the times and
locations indicated below:

Morning Session . Evening Session

November 14, 1988 -~ 9:00 a.m. November 14, 1988 - 7:00 p.m.
City Administration Building City Administration Bullding
12the Flocr 12the Floor

202 'C' Street 202 'C' Steet

San Diego, CA 92101 San Diego, CA 92101
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Pursuant to Section 102 of the Nationa! Envircomental Policy Act of 1568, 40 CFR 1500-1508,
and OPNAYV Iostruction 50SC.1

PROPOSED ACTION

Redevelopment ¢f the Navy Sroadway Complex, San Diego, Califorzia

LEAD AGENCY

Department of the Navy

ABSTRACT

The Navy has identified a need for administrative office space to accommodate the regicnal
administrative activities of the San Diego naval shore establishment in modern facilities at a site
central to other Navy facilities in San Diego. The Navy Broadway Complex is centzally located
on appmximatcfy 16 acres i downtown San Diego, adjacent to the San Diego waterfront. The
site is proposed for redeveiopment through a public/private partnership in a maoner that will
provide peeded Navy otfice space and vompieme'*t San Diego’s bayfront while rstaining sucrort
activities for the continued operation of the adjacent Navy Pier. Tae office space will be ; pr:maec
at no cost to the Navy on a poriion of the site in refurn for a iong-term ground lease of the
remainder of the site to the private developer.

The Mavy and the City of San Diego will enter into a deveiopment agreement as the meckanism
" .

for approval and control of the site’s development with aporoximately 3. 2*\ millic squars fesiof
mized uses that mciude I\Iavy and commercial offices, a museum, hotel and retail space, 2nd public

cpen space. Alternative A described in the Draft Environmentai Impact bm emment (DEI:‘; h

been selectzd as the preferred alternative. The Final Environmental Im npact Statement {which
incorporates provisions of the DEIS as shown in the tabie of contents) addresses the full rangs
of potential impacts. Beneficial impacts will occur through the improvement of paysical and visual
waterfront access, prcviszon of active peue trian areas, and pr:}ved aesthetics. Direcs, *rolew
related adverse impacts will be mitigated to a level that is less than significant. A significant
unmitigated cumuliative impact on air quality will occuz. The project will be consistent with local
plans for the Central Bayfront and tuc Centre City , 35 pr“s.,ntw in the Central Ba'r'-'w' Design
Principles and the Centre City San

COMTACT FOR INFORMATION AND SEND COMMENTS TO:

W. M. Robinson, Jr., Exscutive Diracto
Westsrn Division Maval Facllities Engin .,r;_g Command Detachment

cadway Compiex L
S ’Wes* Besch Strest, Suits 101

a Diego, Celifornia 52101-2937

19} 532-3291

"l
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COMIMET ONM THE FIMAL EIS

. 4
Written comiments must pe received by b
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The United States Department of the Navy is the owner and/or operator of 18 administrative,

suppori, and operational installations throughout the City of San Diego area. One such -

installation is known as the Navy Broadway Complex, which primarily contains administrative and

arehouse facilities, and is the lecation of the Commander Naval Base, San Diego; the Naval
Supply Center, San Diego; and several other Department of Navy activities. The Navy Broadway
Complex is centraily located to the other Navy instailations on approximately 15.6 acres in

downtown San Diego near the waterfront. The site currently houses 405,753 square feet (SF) of
office, 179,616 St of industrialfwarehouse buildings, and 423,860 ST of industrial uses for the Navy
with a total 1,067,029 SF of devclcpmcm. Although cutside of the boundaries of the proposed
project, the adjacent Navy Pier is supported by perscnnel at the Navy Broadway Compie and is
part of the complex

Tke Maval Supply Center initiated long range plans in 1979 to move much of the warehousing
from the Navy Broadway Complex site t0 new, modern facilities located at existing naval
operational bases in the San Dxego region. Subseguent to this, a regional study of Navy
administrative and facility requirements was ccnducted. Tee study reaffirmed that the Navy

. Broadway Complex with the Navy Pier was essential for national security purposes. The Navy
Broadway Complex was determined to be the most suitabie site for Navy regicnal adminis*-ative
offices because of its central location in relation to other Nawy m.staﬂamons, and its proximity (o
several major regicnal transportation facilities, including iight rail transit lines, azhoaa, several
bus lines, and an extensive freeway complex

Redevelopment of the Navy b:"’:} way Compler, with contirued operation of the adjaceni MNa '*vy‘
*ier, was approved by the Chief of Naval Ope:auons in 1983. A need for up to 1 million SF of
upgraded office space has since been identified to accommedate Navy administrative persennel.

r

he typical mears by whick construction of Navy offices, or other military facilities, is funded is
u,:m.gh Congressionaily approved Military Construction {MILCON) appropriations, which are
taxpayer-funded and Cong‘asmonal‘iv approved. However, Congress endorsed, through Public Law
(B.L.) 59-661, a concept proposed by Navy planners and community groups by which the site
would be developed at reduced cost to the taxpayers through a putlic/private venture. P.L. 99-561
was a component of the Naticnal Defense Authorization Act-of 1987.
The legislation (arnd related Office of Management 2nd Budget Guideiines) allows the Secrstary by
of the Navy io enter into iong-ierm Ieases of portions of the Navy Broadway Complex in
consideraticn for the development of the needed Navy office space on the site ai no cost to the
Mawvy,

The Navy and the City of San Diegoe entersd into a Memorandum of Under ;: aging (MOU) on
ide the plarning and approval process k for redevelopment of the Navy Broa_may

specifies tha* the Navy, in consultation with the C‘ty f San Diego, wiil
a develepment plan and urban design g*:seﬂﬂ" that will define the naturs of
ment that will occur on the Navy foadw.L v Complen. The ‘:Pvniopmnnl plan and urban
ues.gn g‘JEQELﬂBS would become part of a development agreement between the Navy and the City
of San Diego.
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PROPOSED ACTION

'The proposed action is described as Alternative A in the Draft Envirccmental Impact Statement.
Iz accordaznce with this alternative, the Department of the Navy croposes o radeveiop the Navy -
Broadway Complex with 3,250,000 SF of mired uses (including 300,00C SF of above-grade
parldng). The project is intended to provide 2 balance between developed and open space uses
on the site, while meeting the Navy's office space cbiective. Designed to maximize commugity
objectives, the project would provide for a number of beneficial uses. Such uses are described
oelow. '

3 A 19-acre public open space area would be provided for community use at the
foct of Broadway, adjacent 0 the waterfront. This arsa couid potentially be
combined with adjacent properties o create ap even larger open space that
could be considered a new waterfront gateway to dewntown San Diege.

o Up to 33,000 SF of space for a museum, which would be coripleted and
operated by a community-sponsorad organization.

9 Pedestrian and vehicuiar access would be developed along E, T, 2nd G Siree
and wouid be upgraded on all streets surrounding ihe site so that access between
the downtown core and the waterfront would be improved. Access along the
waterfront would alse be improved by providing a midblock pedestirian passage
paralie] to the bayfront

2 View corridors along E, T, and & sirz2ts would be opened to the waterfiont
2 Ground-jevel retail would be provided to encourage vedesirian use of the arez.

The proposed mix of uses for the project is shown below. Depending on market conditions, the
square footage may be modified, with the overall squars footage not to sxcsed 3,250,000 SE.
Navy office: 1 miilion 3F

Museum: 33,000 SF

Commercial office: 650,000 SF

Eotel: 1,220,000 SF (1,500 rooms)

Retail: 25,000 SF

Above-grade pariing: 300,000 SF (800 spaces)

Total parking spaces: 3,105

¢ & @ 0 @ 0@

The project would be designed sc that the tallest buiidings are in the northe
o

.J'"
site closest o downtown San Diego, while shorter simacturss siep cown 10 1ne waterird:
—

- - - 1 b - . ~ Lo - . -
west and south. ‘The tallest muliding would be up 1o 400 izl 1 hei
e e S “ 2ail - g Cmeer s almopda— o M P e —~ @t
ranging Irom 100 to 350 feet. Buildings would have s slender design IO Trovice OTEnR view
d g R - OF

Turing preparation of the diaft and fnal £IS, affected agencies wers contacied Ior techaical

sformation and elaboration of agency concerns.  Mitigation measurss wers developed in
coordinstion with such agencies. Additional coordination with some of the listed agencies may
ve required during project implementaticn:

TB/06C40C01.EIS ' i



1. City of San Diego (traffic and other infrastructure improvements) .
2. California State Historic Preservation Officer {cultural resources)
3. National Park Service (cultural rescurces)

4. Califcrnia Regional Water Quality Control Board (temporary comstruction’
dewatering) '

Lh
I-ﬂ

ederal Aviation Administration (comstruciion within a Federal Aviation
egulation imaginary surface)

)

i2. A complete listing of all agencies and individuals who commented cn the draft EIS is included

The draft EIS disclosed the potential environmental impacts of the proposed action and provided
mitigation measures o reduce the significant impacis. The draft EIS was based cn envircomental
issues identified by the Navy and through an sarly copsultation process, which included the
Cctcber 18, 1988 circulation of a Notice of Intent to public agencies and interssted individuals,
and the November 14, 1988 pubiic scoping meeting. The draft EIS was circulated for public .
comments on Aprl 13, 1990, and a public bearing was held May 16, 1990. The public review
period was closed fune 4, 1990, Comments on the draft EIS and responses thersic are included
in Appendix F. Complete epvironmental documentatior required by law is contained in the draft
E1S and ihe final EIS, which need to be read together to obtain a comprenensive understanding
of the project and its environmental consequences. The following discussion summarizes the
maior Erndings of the EIS.

Langd Use apd Applicable Plaps: Tae project is compatible with surrcunding land uses and
provides active pedestrian uses such as an open space area (1.9 acres), pedestrian corridors, and
space for 2 waterfront museum. It would substantially improve waterfront access by extending E,
r, and G strests through the site to the waterfront and providing pedestrian-criented
improvements. The project is consistent with public access, coastal development, and visual
resource policies of the California Coastal Act. It is also consistent with the general principies
adopted for development of properties in San Diego’s Central Bayfront, as well as with the
preliminary Ceatre City San Diego Commugzity Plan. In addition, the project creates a stiong
linkage betwesn downtown and the waterfrent and implements the City-acopted goals of providing

Ly L

RPN N -SUPY . ~ SUP. NS R SR YR S| -
OLED SUaCs &t 1G€ 00t O Droadwiay and wadtrironi-orienil langd uses.

svelopment of Phase I of fhe project wouid not substantially affect

any intersections. Long-term vrolect operations would edvessely affect the operation of severe!
intersections in the project vicipity, Affected intersections include Grape/Pacific,
Broadway/Harbor, Broadway/Pecific, and Broadway/Front. Intersection improvements associated
with the project or programmed by the City of San Diege would reducs impacis at sach
intersection to less than significant. In addition 1o the listed intersections, long-ierm vroject traffic .

would significantly contribute 1o overcapacity conditions along Pacific Highway south of Broadway
and First Avenue scuth of Ash. Planped improvements along First Avenue would reducs to less

fOGE40001.EIS zv



1an significant expectsd impacts along the sep:"'ent south of Ash. With implementation cf a
| Demand Managemeni program, sufficient paridng would be provided to mest parking
demands cnsite.

estheiics and Viewsheds: Viewsheds would be altered by replacing or upgrading the exisiin
buldmgs Thae project WOIJC. be designed o be visually c\._upazmle with the surrounding viewshed
and wouid vel.em'.ah‘y affect viewsheds by opening up and/or protecting view cormidors aiong
Broadway and E, F, and (G sirsets

is considersd to generally lie within the Rcse f'"":yo" fault
::,sd o severs "‘ESa._iC s*’xatcz_. w' h 2 potentia] onsit ite

Biplngieal Resouress: Terrestmial biclogical rescurces are not present Decause the site is airsady

geveloped, so no impacts would cccur. No substantiai shadows would be cast over the bayfront

guring ‘the time of the day when the sua is dirsct (after 3:30 a.m., sven during the winter season),

t'f‘-us aveiding any pct@ntiai sicrﬂ'ﬁf‘&’zt effects 10 marine life. Mirrcred glass would be prohibited
in buildings, reducing the pessibility for bird stmikss.

Asr TOmslity: Substantial new vehicle toips wouid be gene;atei An extensive Travel Demand

Management Prt}gram wouid be implemented to substaniially reducs the use of sin gi S3CCUpancy

g A vy LY

ehicies. The air quelity mapagement piar. and State Implementaticn Plan are being updated o
-~=fiect currea gcwth conditions. The primary means (o reduce emissions will be a reduction in

igle-occupancy vehicies. The project would be compatible. Howsver, the San Disgo Air Basin
has not atteined stendards for czope and carbon monexmide. Toe ?_5!"‘382:‘. w-'\uld contribuie

substaniiaily to congestion at one imtersection (Pacific/TGrape). Because of the aif basin’s non-
sitainment siahses, this would reselt in a _w‘;.ﬁcarn* contmibution o cumuiative regional air guaiicy
3 -5 e P

The site 1= underlain with artifacts from wateriront development between

Rl B
the 1881:3 and 1 91 {s. These materia 1 are buried beneath the dredged fiil placed cnsite o create
dry land for more deveiopment. The archaeology, while containing many artifacts, lecks

o4

stratigraphic integrity and context, and is therefore ealikely to contribute important information

a'ucut San Diegp’s early history. The arg aﬂclog;cai resources do aot appear to gualify for
inciusion in the Mationai Register of Historic Pla This has been confirmed through

' consuliation with the Califcrnia State Historic Preservation Officer and the Adviscry Council on
7 ClO‘r‘U-UTi’z‘.’j& construction would "FS:‘.?C}"

Historic Preservation. Excavation for footings and oth
any archaes Lﬁ'; that might st but this would not result i the ioss of 2 significani resource.

Skould an uamanticipat _.d significasi archaeclogical rescurce be discovered during project

S T rndpimimed nmd iF Fe N = P e trmaiard im o ameeetiome
szoavations, i :-foufc ce svaluated and, if found to be imporian: would be irzated in accordance

i

;:roe:,.,o\:zﬂ 195, DO 2 UniY IRAT TE0 3 i i DRI0T o menRt

locasion.

sicyline for nea;



Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470{;. The Navy will record Buildings 1 and 12 in accordance with
the Hisioric American Buildings Survey Standards prior to demolition or modification.

Public Heaith and Safe¢y: Minor hazardeus waste spills wers located or may be located on the
site. In addition, transformers that contain PCBs are located con the site zithough none are known
to be iealdag. Because the presence of hazardous wasie can affect public health, this would be
considersd 2 significant impact with any cf the alu*af!ves. There ars nc kmown majer haz-
ardous waste spilis or leaking underground storage tanks cn the site. Remedial action to remcve
and properly dispese of any hazardous waste found on the site will occur. Most of the ex:'s*ing
buildings on-the site contain zstestos. A potential pubiic bealth bazard would result durin

MoLu-_,zz, when asbestos Sbes could become air-borne. The project would be required to

mply with the Federal Clean Air Act to protect the public from expesure to asbestos.

8 (8

A groundwater plume that nas been contaminated with bydrocarbons is 1/3 mile (estimated) and
acw*g'ac:ieﬁt of the Navy Broadway Ccmme* Groundwater quality tesiing-at the site found no
evidence of contaminaticn. Although Lz:hk..ly, temporary groundwater dewatering during
subsurfacs constuction could draw the piume toward the site. A National Pollutant T :‘,Cscharv
Zliminaticn System Permil covering the dischargs or‘ cepstruction dewatering effluent was issu

by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. The developer will apply for authorization *o
discharge under autherity of that permit.

The 4C0-foot-high building on Bleck 1 would exceed nom-cperaticnal imaginary height surfaces,
but based on a Federal Asnation Administration (FAA) determination, would not result in a
bazard tC 2ir navigaticn. ESciidings oo the easieriy assas of Blocks 1, 2, and 3 would be cbstruc-
tion lighted, per FAA standards.

+f
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SECTION 1

INTRODUCTICN

Oz April 13, 1990 the Department of the Navy and the City of San Diego distributed to public
agencies and the general public the draft envirommental impact statement {DEIS) and the draft
environmental impact report (DEIR) for the Navy Broadway Complex project in San Diego, ™
California. In accordance with the Natioral Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California
Environmental Quality Act {CEQA), 2 45-day public review pericd for the documents was
provided, and it ended June 4, 1990. A cumber of writien comments were received. In addition,

a public hearing was held in San Diego on May 18, 1590 to receive oral comments.
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All comments on the DEIS and the DEIR, and the respeonses d s
document. Section 2 prowvides all the comments on the dcocuments, and Section 3 presents
responses te significant envirormental peoints raised i the comments. A number and letter
"B-3") is placed adjacent to each comment in Section 2. Each comment is keved to a resp
iz Secticn 3 using this zotation.

This document, together with the DEIS, copstitutes the final E1S (FEIS). Where a comment
results in a change in the EIS text, a notation is made in the comment indicating that the text is
hereby revised. The final EIR (FEIR), prepared in accordance with CEQA, is being circulated
to the public by the City of San Diego simultacecusly with this document The final EIR

incorporates by reference this document.
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SECTION 2
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
ai LIST OF COMMENTATORS
All comments -uﬁ the DEIS ars listed below with the letter c.’es.ib*at*'" assigned for cross-
referencing purposes. This st represents all comments received as of June 4, 1950, The verbatim

cmment letters and a verbatim franscript of the public hearing ars prasented in Section 2.2.

2.1.1 WRITTEN COMMENTS

Al Robert 8. Joe, United States Desartment of Army, Corps of Engineers, May 22, 1550
B met‘* W, Holt, M.8.E.E, United States Depariment of FHeaith and Zumaa Services,

May 24, 155G

C. M.unx.ague D. 1 I.'L;.iﬁ, 1 la}] 25 1580
D. Don L. Nay, Port of San Diege, May 31, 1850
£, James T. Chesbire, Siate of California, Department of Transpertation, June 1, 1596

i
.

ichael J. Stepner, City Of San Diego, City Aschitect, May 31, 1990

. Craig Adaz:s, June 3, 1990
Dwight E. Sanders, State of California, State Lards Commission, june 4, 1260
i Hary E. Wiisor, 1, 1990
I Norman W, Hickey, County of San Diego Chief Adminisirative Office, June 1, 1260
X Frederick M. Marks, Citizens Coordinate for Century 3, June 4, 1950
1 Robpert P. Martinez, State of California, Office of Planning and R°sea:ch, June 4, 1360
M. Gerdon F, Snow, Ph.D, State of California Rescurces Agency, June 4, 1990
N. Dennis I. O'Bryant, Stais of California, Department of Conservation, May 24, 195C
Q. Peter M.. Douglas, Califorzia Coastai Commission, June 8, 1990
z Mazx Schmids, Centre City Development Corperation, Juns 13) 1990
Q. Deazna M. Wismar, United States Environmental Protection Agency, June 15, 1350

2.1.2 DORAL COMMENTS RECEIVED MIAY 15, 1590 PUBLIC HEARING

HA, Colieen Cronin, MNaticna! Safzty Associatss
AB. Deon Wood, C-3 and the Bayfront Coalition
2-1
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LIS AMGELES DS TRICT. COAFS OF CNGINEZARS
. PO R0 IM
L35 ANGILES, SALFORMA BO53- 1228

‘May 22, 1880

"Em v 10
ATIEMTION OF

Mr, L.D., Misko

Director of Planning

Wawval Facilities Engineering Ccamrand Detachment
Broadway Complex

$55 West Beech Strest, Suite 101

San Disgo, Califormia 52101-1537

Dear Mr. Misko:

We have rzviewed the Draft Envirchmental Inpact Statement
from yvour eoffice, and the Draft Envirommental Impact Report fronm
the City of San Diego for the Navy Broadway Complex Project, as
reguestad in 2 lettar from your cffice, dated Aprii 13, 1550.

Work in waters of the United States nmight raguire 2 permit
undar Secticn 404 of the Clezn Watar ACt cor Ssction 10 of the
Rivars and Harbers Act. Please give our Regulatory Branch
decumentation that clearly describes the zrss and saxtent of any
rropossd work in watsroocurses and adjacent wetlands €0 aslp us
rake that determination.

If the propossd projsct imvolves any Federzl assistance
through funding or permits, compliance with Section 196 of the
Naticnal Historic Preservation Zet of 1966, as amended (15 U.S.C.
¢70f) and implementing regulations, 36 CFR 800, will ke raguirsd,

Thank you for the opportunity tc raview and comment on this
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. @a DEPARTMENT OF HEALTI. « HUMAN SERVICES Public Health Servics

Centars for Disease Cantrai

QGG&BD:@ Atlanta GA 30333

May 24, 1330 -~

Ffic in Tharge

w;;;e:: :'v's;:n Naval Facilities Engineering
Command Detachment

Broadway Complex

E55 West Beach 3t aet, Suitas 121

Szn Diego, Califormi S2301-2337

Dear Sir:

We have completed our reviaw of the Draft Eavircnmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for %he Navy Ercadway Complex Project, San
Diege, Califormia. We are 'es:uhding cn behalf of ths U.S.
Public Health Servica.
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Yo notz that existing onsitz zonta o]
. :nd PCB's, have been investigatzed aud dce:. n
z

hDealth thrszats. ' If any demclitieon scecurs, the Navy wilil use
agceptakle practicaes in compliance with the Clean Alr Act, and
other Federal and Stataz reguiraments ¢c minimize potantial
axXposures. Also, we nots tiat several areas with cuestismadlle
cort_mlra* on will reguirs f:—tza* investigaticn, and remadial B-3
cicn o ramove z2nd properly dispose ¢f any hazardous wasts
fcund onsita will cccur tso ensura rret c_icn of public nealth.
We belisve this DEIS has ade1_=telv addressed peotantial adverse
impacts and zpproprizte mitigative mnasuras, and we do net
anticipate any significant pudlic health impacts frem the i
Proposed action. :
Thank you for tha opportunity to raview this DEI5. Plsasz ansurs
that we are included on your mailing list ¢o recsive ths Final
IS fer this proiect and futurs DIIS's devaloped undar the
National Envircnmental Polisy Act (NZFA).
Sincarzly vours,
.
fM—nAﬁ,-—JJ‘ 7‘4“)"'/‘;’{{‘
Kznneth %W, Hel:, M.5.E2.E. -
Zavircnmenital Health Scisntist
Zanter for Zavironmsntal Haalt:
and Indjury Control
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OODLC03 MONTAGUE L. GROFFIN
BRCADWAY COMBLEX

{g) Page 4-125, Para. L.lL.T _?
This zectisn should ildantify for the propesed prejecs any on-site toxdic and !C-‘i‘i
hazardous materizls usage and storage. 4

{h} Page LellLl, Ceclogy and Seismicité’
The DEIR dces nct pravide an adequate discussicn of site geclogy, seismicity,
~identificaticon of the fracture zone, or liguification potential. Corr.; szmple depth C-12
(Ll feet) aupears inadaguate. Discussion of mitizations aspes: tc e absant.
(1) Page L-152, 3iclogical Aesoursss

While it is possible that the vary limisad discussion ¢f biclogical reszources
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Wird rose and mgan speed statisiics are not an adequata sasis upen walch 2

evaluzte sullding profiles and oriantaticons, or zlass expesurs. isd sceed a4
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QFFICE OF THE
PORT DIRECTOR

Officer in Charge

0GGL

Port of San Diego

and Lindbergh Field Air Terminal

‘Hay 31,

{615) 291-3500 - PQ. Box 488, San Diege, Califamia 32712

1555

Westarn Divisien Naval Facilities Engineering
Command Detachment, Broadway Compiex

B33 West Beech Stre2ei, Suits

San Diegc, £A 892101-2937

Subject:

102

Navy Broadwav Complex

Project EIS/EIR

Dear Sir:

Qur review of
whera it is feolt
providad. These

that

curtailiment of
and (4) a continuat
parking facilitiss.

The project should be evaluatad so that
merits rather than ts ceatinue
not owned or controllad by the Navy to add amenitiss.
planning Jurisdic

retains

this document has prompted
there
matiars deai wi
to stand on its own merits withcut shifting development coset
entities, {2} =sncroachments {nto the Li*db rgh Field flight

direct access by the «
ion of 3 sarious deficit in the provisisn of on-site

tion for

is a deficiency
4= im

wila

the efforis

identification cof arezas
in the information
(1) the abiiity of +he project

t0 cther
path, {3}
osure of B*aaaway from dewntown,

tha

it would stand on its ownm
to use ad;a;ant oropertias
The District

its area, and has not assumed

respensibility tc carry forward the Navy’'s general proposals on Port

lands.
should be decumanted for
strest closuresz, and new

for the mussum operations

jdantified ia the EIS.

The Navy'
2AcTrcacnm

The ZIS should . 2is

SGC?‘SE

3 p?a
men t 1

nto the ai

ok Hok S

The cissure of 8roadway 3

between Ash 3irset

propesas a 60 f
reraft f?éght cath af
t

ES
Aa sumy Tadd

and Markat,

the cost
strest

w i el

diract

systams.
proposed

¥E
nmeats by individual buildings 1

yahicular traffic
from cowntown to Harber Br1v0 anu the adjacen:t shorzlina,
which consists of

In particular, the public cost created by this development plan
of suggestad ¢ff-site open space,

Public subsidies necessary

in ths project should also be

P
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oy

impaz

In the area

3 31x block length,
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Q000004

Dfficar n Charge
dAestarn i izion Nava] Facilitias angtne ing
Command Detachment, Broadway Lomplex

Hay 31, 1356

Page 2

Brocadway i3 the oaly sireef at present which liaks dewntown 0 the

shoraiine. - The District's current planning poiicies ea cuurage
ar

ratention 5f EBroadway a; weli 33 a new street to serve B Sirzet P9
which wouid rur acress Port properties on an alignment clsse to B
Street exisnded. The streets pronpesad by the Navy's plan for C Streast
and the linkage from  to Srcadway are not censistant with cur planned
development. The Navy's $1lustrafion also shows C Sirset severing Port
property in & way which would cause a diminution im vaiue., T
snculd not 2ssume that C Strzef and its proposed 1ink to Brozdway will
be built, and under those circumstancas, draw conciusicns as to the
impact of traffic on the intarseciions in the area.

1 of the Navy's oroposed development altarnatives contain severe
ficiencies ia om-sita parking suppiy. Since ths 'propcsa‘s anly
ovide frem 20 <2 5% percent 37 the tstal on-sife parking demand, an
‘nusually heavy  reifance i3  placed upon  transport t demand
Aanagemant terhniaums and on adjacent areas t 2

demand generatad by the aropesad developmen

;roviding cn]y beout 21 percent of iis 2tz o
which has piaced undua c rpeti?ian for availabls parking sp
su*rﬂund,ng raet;e g ac=1* ;arking are3s, and in ot
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e
awd bane reelj. In ths futu._g 1t iz not anticipats
#will be available €5 mest the parking demand :
davelopment. The preject ;erﬂs ©3 continue the adverss impact
] dequate pa=k1ng facilities on Navy property, both at the ;ro;osad
Broadway Complex development and 3t the Enginsering Facilities Lcmmand
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¢n Pacific Highway.

uur actions to the contants of the 213 are sugfes ed. On page 2-6,
the raport states, "...provision of open space outside cof the oroject
boundar1es is not part of this project...,” yet numercus i77ustrations
show 2 dependent intarface with 2 proposed open space area oguigide ths
sroject (Figures 3-4, 3-3, 3-5, 3-3, 3-14, 3nd 4-4;. The refsrenced
macs should 52 Corrsoizd to reflisst the current status of the adiazent
arza 35 shown in Figures 3-10, 3-1l, 3-12, and 3-13., Qn nage 4-1i,
the fllustration of pedestrizn oriantad streets, walkwzys, and pizzas,
should ba corrected %3 show the planaing 201igiess of ths Port Master
Flan if this document (the ZI3) iasists on zovering those arszs outside
oF the jurisdicticn of the miiliZary. As preszatad, the reprassntation
saams €3 imply official sanciisn whers none 2axises,

fhe  discussion on page 4-20 deajiag with the Peri’s alanning
jurisdisiion and review by the falifornia Clcastal Commissisn should

b




¢030004

Cfficer in Charge

Western Divisicn Navai Facilities faginesring
Command Detachment, Broadway Compiex

May 31, 193G

Paga 3
e reviszed. The CLalifornia Coastal Commizsicn would only revizw a
project already identified in the Por: Mastar Pian 47 it falls within

the definiticn of an appealable development in the California Coastal
Act. If a development i3 detsrmined net to be consistaent with the Port
Mastsr Plan, then the project czould not proceed or 3 plan amendment
wouid be filed for revisw and certification by the CaliTornia Coastal
Commissicon,

Yary truly yours,

DLN:jr

210




.s--.; OF CALIFCRYIA-SUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND NOUSING AGZHCY

GECACT DEUMMESTAN, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DISTRICT 11, P.0. 30X 85405, Sa¥ DIEGD $2135-3406

HUCHEIN

June 1, 1250
11-80-003
{SD~Tantrza Tity)
officer in Charge
Westarn Divzsisn
Naval Fagilities Zngineering Command Desachment
Broadway Complax
553 W, Beech Straet, Suits 161
San Disge, C& $2181-29537
Attentien L. D. Miske, Diracter of Plzmning
Dear M=, Misko:
DEIS/DEIR for the Navy Breoadway
Commlsyw Proisct,. Sap Diego. C3
. Caltrans District 11 commants ars 23 follsows:
: 3
FPags 4-47: Thess highway izprovexents havs not been zrogrammed { )
by Caltrans. Page 4-~73 indicates %hat <hey =2r2 basad 2n 1236 J =
SANDAG informatisn. '
- = . s - . . , o . =
The dNavy and the Tity of San Diege should preovide zlLaHCth for 2 ;
southbound direct =sonnection from Interstatz Route 5 to Pacifiz isag
Eighway. That mitigation weould help to provide acditicnal capac- !
ity for the increzased traffic in the Centrs City area. .
Qur contact parson for Intarstats 5 is Jim Linthicum, Projzect
Manager, Project Stad*=s Branch "3%, {81%) 237-4%32. TFor infoz-
mation cn Transpertatieon Demand Manadgsmsant (TDM) strategies
contact Manusl Demetrs Chiesf, Regicnal Rideshzaring Branch, (513)
237-FP00L.
Sincsraly,
J=3US M, GARCIA
istrict Dirsecicr ‘
3y » /77
'xJJAﬁES T. CHZISHIRE, Calazs
. Invirenmantal FPlanning SBranch
\
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THE CITY OF _ GOo0000s

SAN DIEGO

525 8" STREET » SUITE 2002 o SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92107 - 441]

PLANMNING
DEPARTMENT

SFFICE OF THE
SITY ARCHITECT

313-4500

May 31, 1999

Mz, L. D. Miske

Directer of Planning

/0 Qfficer in Charzge

Brcadway Ccmplex

$55 w. Beech Street, Suite 101

San Diego, CA 92101-2937

Subisct: Brocadway Ccomplex D:a*t EIR/ELIS

Lear Mr., Misxd:

This i1s in respons=2 Lo your recuest f£or ywriitzn comments on the
~above refarancad dogument. As you are awars, the Cilty Architecti’s

Sffice nazs besn included in negotxatiahs which will culminate in =2

development agresemeni between the U.S. Narvy and the City <¢f San

Disgo for development oI this szx-aen-a.-e site. We agre alse

aware that the City of San Diego is the lead agency con this

ZIR/EIS. Because c¢f our rele in the development agreement and our

:espcraibility te ra2lata to projects of this magnizude from both a

planning 2nd urban design perspective, we falt it appropriate to

forward these comments for vour consideration,

As parz of this development agrsement prccesa, the City Architect
has provided considerable input iato the evoluticn of the
praferred alternative Zor this project {Alternative A). In
additicen, ths Broadway Complex Coordinatiag Committee (BCCG) and
the Centrz Zity Ela“:;ng Committas (CCPC) have provided
consziderable dirscticn to the Mavy for development of this sits
and others on ths Canzval Bavivsont.

.
Thisz divection has razsulited in the Mevy’/s usz Throughout’
Altecnative A of those planning bjnctzves rzeommanded 2s part of
botn the BLCG and CIT2C reeoommendatzions. aAlisrnatives B-F may
achieve scome level of conformance with thesz rzzozamsndaticns:s uut,
because Lhay DAy v2IY¥ in some way from coth Altaznztive A and eazh
other, aon2 of these alternatives achieves the s2mz consistancy
with the stated obieciives 2f thasa plans,
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CRAIGC ADAT

25 Arbor Orive, San Diege, CA 82103—8613/283-3848

Uug224
June 3, 199C =
Cffcer th Cherge .
Western Division Naval Facllities Engineering Commeand Detachment b
Brosdwey Complex

33 West 3esch Srest, Sufls 101 bt 4 U
San Disgs, Callfornts $2101-2937 Joro4 4 ose S0
Subject: Comments Cn the Draft Ervironmental impect Statament (£15), Navy Brostwey =Cempﬂsz.é3rsjacé,
S2n Dlegs, Cailfornie

Altentien: Officer inCharge

The foilowing review comments are offerad 1o gssist the Uniied Stales Nevy in its planning and daliberstion
congarning its futurs plens for the Brossway Lompler sits n San Disco and o sid public officieis, such 2 membsrs
sf the San Diegs City Council, who wili repressnt ths citizens of this communily in negotiations concarning this
matiar, '

The suthor of these comments hes sicssly foliowsd developments reiating to Cantrs City plenning in Sen Diego over

ihe last vear and sne-heif — including atiendancs during this pericd of neeriy ail the meatings of the 8rostway .
Compiex Coordination Sroup and the Centra Cily Plenning Commitiza. The auther has treining in ienning, 2

mesiers degrss in Metropeiitan Siugles from Syroousa University pivs aa MBA from the University of Wisoonsin

ang orofsssional planning experiencs & the Deputy Direstor end Directior of the Wisconsin Siats Pisnning and

Energy Office. Thess comments ars offared on my own beheif &5 an interesied ¢itizen and & not repressnt any

oroenfzsd group,

The remarks 22 pressnies in three ssctions: 1) summary o comments; 2) sletorstion of comments on maigr
points; and 3} merz technical comments concerning specific sections of the EIR. Tosimplify matiers, except
where thers 2r2 refgrencss 1o specific eiternatives, such as Alternstive F, 2l the remerks era directed o the EiR's
iremtment of Aitersative &, {he Navy's preferred altarnative.

Atthough thess commanis raiea some concerns about the somplisianass of the £1R analysis in spesific respects, the
Nevy should be commencss for the general bresuth of stepe and thorcughness of the EIR. Of special note is ths
provision of the paired pholographs and visual simulaticns which depict pancramic views of the proposed sits
dzveiopment and the surrounding sre2s. This material should prove very heipful le deoision makers in evalusting
ihe a=sthetics and viewshsl. The TiE i3 wall orqenized and orovides 2 cenerglly comprsnensive and Slger besis Top
pubiie Ziscussion and public orficie] ectian. The fellcwing comments ars intended 10 enhancs 145 complstenass end

T

LF])

UMMARY COMMENTS
i} The underfying policy tssus invelves the aporcpriaisness of appiying the “co-looation” soncept, wharety
2 e Mevy offies facility weuld be deveioped 28 no- of Jow=co3t 10 1he genersl texpeyers by rovenues .
cained rom privele c3vaicpment on the sita. Bzceuse the Draft EIS severaly 1imils ils discuseion of G
aiterpetives et o oot maximizs the co-lcoetion obiasiive, 1t is difTicull for oitizens erd poilloy makers 10
a=sses tha ralative scvanieges — or disedvaniagss — of the so-leesticn approsch.
2-14
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Dage 2 - Comments on Boradway Complex EIR
By Lriag Adams

e

The aliernetive, which axglorss potential rause of the site uncer 8 Lreditions funcing epprozch, shouid be °
rafined — or an adgiticnal aiternative developed which can iest iha relative beneriis eng costs of 3 raduced
emphasis on the no-igxpayer -cost, oo~ location sppromeh,. The construction of an alternative which
gmphasizes surfsee parking ¢ozs not present a rsesongbie comperison.

Ny
S

SR N

.|

3) Depending on interpretaticn, there ere g number of instences where the recommencsd project aiternative ‘
might be in confiict with plenning coiicies ssigbiished by the Stats and the City. Specificaliy, thess inciuce
ihe City's pelicy supporting 5 soncentratad office and commaraial core and sizoped iniensity and scaiz of
gevalooment toward the watsr{rent and the Stata’s manegament of ticelangs which siresses the uss of this
scare resourcs for dirsstly cosen-raletad uses. In some coses the EiS over iooks these issuzs; in oihers it
supplies itg own conciusions besed on iimited technical information which do not eddress the range of
irade-gffs or some ey arese of poticy judgement.

43 The E1S doss not highlight the fact that office develcoment located literally on the water{raont is a break
with previcus planning policies in San Diege. Untder present State end Sity policies it is not fikaly that
high-rise, generel commertial officss could be developed in ihs tidsiands aras, axcept as the jurisdictions
of thess two entities are supercessd by federai authority. Palicy makers sheuid have more information
than is pressnted on the implicstians of 1his tyos of development for other 2ress of the core and with
r2e5eet to the utitization of 3 very scere rescurse — waterfrant land ~

Previous {ransporiation stugies have conciudes thers wes the potantisl for significant congesticn on Cenire
City freeways and ireewsy ramps 25 the resuli of planned develcpment in the Centre City. The Brostwoy
Complex Project would increese (he previcusty anabyssd tevaiopment level. However the £18 doss net
systematicaily sdiress petential impects on the fresway and freswey ramp system. J

o

AREAS OF CONCERN RECARDING THE £l

Trentmant of the Co-loration Conrsnt Ths underlying public policy issus fating both faderal and lecal decision
MEKers conCerning the Sroacway Compiex facility invoives the Nevy's propesal to offset the cost of devaicpment of
3 paw San Diego Regional Adminisirative Office by maans of a ground jesse ang private development on 3 Jarge
proportion of the present Nevy sil2. The propesed oo~ leeation appresch involyss ootential trade=-0r7s belwesn the
cost savings (o the nation's generai mpever and potentisl benefils that might be geined Dy aliernative uess for the
Broagway Comalex site ather than thoss nersseary 1o sszomplish Ine no—-oost ohjsctive for new Nevy oifice
seveiopment. These types of irade-oi7s 2re net discusses nor, =5 2rguad in the Toilowing point, is adecuats
infsrmaticn drovided about alternatives 1o weigh thess consideratisna,

1
i

The need for, oriority of and location 30 2 nevw Mevy regionad office Teoility i hest addressed oy weiching e

aropossd orojact a@inst sihers in e =tablished Defenas Deperiment angd Congressicnal budgetary prossss.

Fezusing on the ~ost-lo-taxge/ee raductions merds pessible becsuse of the fortuitous lossticn of tha prasent faeility
hat Nes become valuable property s 8 questionabie resource gilccation and commiiment procegure. ]

Adamiemy oY Allarnatiy

3 poropriately zssess the co~leoation opticn, there should Be 2 base of comparistn
im

sCeinst an alternative spprcech — 30 this cese, develcpment of @ Navy office fegility unter treditione! suthorizetion

278
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Page 3 - Comments on Boradway Complex EIR |
By Criag Acams

B soprooristion proceourss and the rause, unter esieblished procetures, of the portions of the site act nexled for
the office fecility. o

The £1S srovides a very restricted set of [nformaticn 1o assist in this typs of evaiustion. Alernative £, which is
intandad o provics 8 point of comperison tnvelving traditicnal funging for Navy office cevelooment on the site, is
sspecially uncrestive and doss not reflest eliernstive benefits which would be pessible with raditions!
development cf a new Mavy office facility. The imgiicstion that the aniy alternative vee for much of thesits — i 2
n@w Maay office were deveicped from tragitionsl funding sources — would be for surfscs perking is either
ynimaginetive or less en sirgighticrwerd

As an 2xampie of the tyne of alternative that would ba poesible, | would direct the Navy's and other interested
perties’ attention to ihe design concept which wes developed by an architectural team heeded by Rab Quigiey ing
design ccmpetition for the G Street Mele which immetfistaty edjoins the Broadway Compiex property. Quigisy's 8
Street Moie Embarcezre proposal included 2 mix of usss some serving the oommercis! Tishing indusiry, an urben
amphithester pius community and visitor faoilities, including an aguarium, infermation senter, fishing mussum,
{hester and retail activities.

In offect, the Navy is indicsting thet much of the przssnt Mavy Broedwey (omplex faoility is surplus 0 s direst
mission nesss. This perspective is especislly interesting in light of the Yot that the Broadwey Comples properties
haye agen desded 1o the Fxtaral Government v the City of San Diegp - presumable for use in the direst exercise of
Tederal covernment sotivitiss, :

Thers ara well established procedures for the Jispesal of surpius federai property. The £IS doss not acknowiegsa
this cotion nor doss it identify the types of reuse end the esseoiated benefits | pessible under such & scenerip—
specivicaliv the potantial for lower—-scale and lower ~deneily development immediately adjacent to the Bay and the
gotential for z larger commitment to public open spece. in addition, the options oo not exglers the irade-oifs that
might be pessitle by partial ues of the oo~ lcoation concent to offset @ portion of the cost of 2 new Navy offics
fecility. 1L may be up to lcce! community interests 1o formulate this tyne of allernative,

DLANNING and LAMD USE CONSISTENCY

Until the Brosiwey Complex deveiopment was propossd by the Navy, thers was Hittle format lezal planning
consiceration of (he proposed site - apparently the various local planning entitiss assumed the praperty wouid
cantinug in direct Mavy uss for maritime-relaied activities, Meither ihe Port's Embarceders Plan nor the present
canire City Cammunity Plan { scopted in 1575 sidress this area of the watzrfront In lerms of dssired uses, The
rommencetions of the Sresdway Compiex Coxordineting Commitiez, which girsctly consicdered the Sroiwey
Complex proposal, arg ot his stage sdvisory; hey have not recsivad pubiic discussion sutsicadhe Cantre Sity
Planning Commiitse promes o tonsifsration g stion Dby giesisd officigis.

Howsver | e comTmunity has zxperienced exiencive publlc discyssicn end debatas congerning the nslure,
perticularhy ibs cele, of develcoment in the immediste visinity of the waterfront — sspeciaiiy south of Herker —
Drive with sirong coneerns swpressss that 2 "wailing-off of the Bay” hes seourred The primary issuss have
invoivedt e eoequecy of public open spacs aieng the Bey; the competiz ility of neerby high-riss devalcoment with
public orees elong the waler; nd oieysice! and visual accsss (o tha 83y, Tha 215 mekss mo soinowiecemant of these
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Page 4 - Comments on Beradway Complex EIR
By Criag Adams

confeis and dehates, Also, Decsusa of Uhe limited neturs of the ai'iernazim thet are samineg { discussen in

~Agscuary of Aliarnetives” sbove), thers is g detaiiad evaluation of the underlying polential conflicts ang irege-
ais.

g indicated 0 the £iS, the Draft fantrs Clty Community Plan hightights that the wWaterirant s o "servya s ils
Zihe City's) major apen space, s park and His slevgrount” Whilethe £13 clearly esizbiishes the imorovemants
that will be mads in peoizstrian aooess ihrough (o the Bay when sompersd 1o the existing Naway fagility, it does not
wiress ihe impacts on pecesirian uses aleng the waterfront nor doss it identify what more exisnsive public-
riented usss might be mads of the portions of the property not diresthy nesced for Newy acministrative offices,
>lans for the Centra City heve stressed ihe ohjective of 2 "concentratad urben core” of office and commercial
wtivities. The preverred 2roztwey (emplex propezsai #ilt further exiend the limits of the ofiica district which is
ww axpending westwerd sicng 3rtmoway. The imporiant aoint is that this waterfront-ralstas offica deveicpment
1es impiications for other arees in the Canira City. The £1S should adtiress the Hikaithoed thet (he faverad Baysices
lecat ion of the propossd commertiai ofTics developmenis on the Broadwsy Complex site will be at the expenss of
sriginally defined cora ares — and that this weakening of the office core will impact on commersial redevelcpment
sotentials, especially in the Core ang Cantie Oity £asi

. L Cenire City Plen elso supperis the concest of “siepped inlensity and zcale” of develooment While thers
2 varying interpretations of what this concept means and how il shouid ba epniied - partisuiariy whether it
should extend o the water in all Jipsction from the sxisling oz orony W e northand o the smulh frem 2
3rcadway “siine” — s significencs should e schnowisdced and the sessible impants of {he propesed Broadway
Jompiex deveicpment evaivgisd One thing isciear. The “stepped intensity and scaie” concent, 25 it has besn
fiscussed, was not forwardsd 25 a project-ievel design concest; it wes intenced i provids guidancs o the Jenerai
jrian form of the Cantra City, exlending over the aresa of many bicoks.

Hatarfront Commercial Office Develnnmant

*rigr 1o the Nevy proposal for co-locetion Seveiepment of ihe Broedwsy Complex, thers are noingications in
vistory of Blanning for 3an Diegy's Cantre City area that high-rise, privale office development wes considerst an
poropriate use an properiiss dirsctly adicining the weterfrent.

Hith the exception of federal pragerty, conteal of the tidelands within the City of San Disgo 15 the reepensibiiity of
@ San Diegp Unifisd Port Districl. The Port Disirict wes 2etablished in 1962 by the Siate Lagisiaturz #ilh e
ity o aci &s lrusise for {he decple of Califoryie in prometing scommerte, navicstion, recre=tion ad fisheriss on
e state fics i
ert i3 prohidilad fPom developing office uses within Lhe lidelands area, wioept =5 they may te direty relaid o
ng sminisivation of 3g/-relsled aotivities

2

his statz isgisistive resiriclion is apgerently dDesst on s sonciusion that the tidsiantds 2re 3 "ors Posourse’
.; to be menagsd in suopert of vses directly related 1o the Bay. 11 alsp implies that there is suffitienl leng
L (B SWSY fram ihe walerfront 1o scoommodats general office deveicoment, This conciusion has baen
znfirma 3y the work of the Canire City Planning Commitize whith has sonsiuded thet, 3t presenl and axgectss
iesorotion rates, thees is sufficient land aveilable in ths oors aree 1o accommerata office devaicoment for
‘ypwarss of pinsty-ning vaars”, ‘

217

and submerged iancs arouns the periphery of 3an Dlego 3oy, Uncer 113 Siaiz eradling grovisions, ths
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Page S - Comments on Boratway Complax EIR
By Crizg Adams

~i

The Nevy Brostwey Complex preferred alternative, which provides for the development of §30.000 squere fest of
commersial offics specs, siande in striking contrast 1o the Steta policy for manzgsmant of thess tidslands,
Development of generst office fesiiities on the Sromgway Compler site would be permitied enly Seceuss of fadersd
juristiction cver (his groperdy. I the leng were declares surpiys for federal nests, i{s owhersnip ang contrs!
would logicaily ravert (o the Jurisdiction of the Unified Port District which would be restricied fram developing it

for genersl offics usa.

)
[]

<y

€3

it 1s worthy of nots that g recsnt Urtan Lang Instituts repors onCantrs City Sen Disgo recommangas that the Mawvy
Hmit its presene? in the arojec! ares to usss renuicing en ooeenside ioostion.
Iransnoriation/Circulation

The 1985 Cantre City Tranconoriation Action Pragram (CCTAP) prepered for the City of San Diego by PRC
Enginesring, icentifisd 2 series of {raffic capecity and circuiation proplems projectsd for the Centre City area.
-,

s=rvIng the CantreCity. For hs st of growih-sssumstions that in reirospes ssem mest realistie, SR-183,1-8
- north of the Centre City and 3R-94 were projecizd o be sver-snesity ov about the vesr 20C0. Alss, cepesity
* ceficiencies wers igentified for 2 number of (Pasway ramps, esteciaily those which mest directly serve the
wesiarn portions of the Centre Clty including {-5 nerihbound 2t Elm: SR- 163 northbound ¢ Sleventh; (-5
scuthbound st FIfth ang -3 southbeund gt First ‘

3
wdy
g

£
[

The CCTAP report concluged thess ceficisncies would ba particulariy hard to remedy ot just becsusse of fiseal
restures Timitations Sut als becauss thers were uncderiying physicel and poiitice! monstreinis o edding reswey
ang freewsy ramp capeeity, Since thess projections wars mads, ihe plennad dsvsiopment denzity for the Csntrs
City ares hes incresssg, the propossg 2roztwey Complex cavelooment weld furiher increess developmant ang
iraffic leadings.

the traffic anslysis preparsd as sari of the Broedway Complex 5 doss not aodress the incremental or cumulative

impact of the project on freeway congestion. information is preasnted with respest to projecied iraffic voiume en

seme of the fresway ramps DUt the ramps sxamined are =lsctive and o not represent these identified & the maicr
roblems in the CCTAP anatysis. These poiential impects deserve fooused technical eitenticn.

Tha uncarying question of whelher traffic is befier socommessted { less regstive impects) with oifice development

2
in the tragitional core arse versus the exiension of office cevaioment to the west, along 3roetisy is not ecdressed,
,!!

)
n
A

[#1]

| DU |

AR EA TRIT D My FiT Sl M=
POMPMEIMTS ON LIS SPECIFIES

Foilowing ars mments on specific sections of the 213 document:

i introgumtion (B 1-3 concerning the Mamerencum of Uncersianging with the City of San Disg) The
prssaniation implies el the City, through ihe Mamorangum of Undsrstanging, hes mads 2 commiimant o subpord
s Brozowey (omplex doveicoment. Whils the presise neturs of the Sity's commitmant is subject to lesg! ;
inierpreiztion, (he EIR should give recognition o the fact that Ue Memerangum indicsies thet it "l enter= IntS *

2-1%
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Page & - Comments on Boradway Lomplex IR
By Criag Adams

for the soie purpesa of providing guidsiines for the plenning and praperaticn of cocuments Inciuting the propessd -
gdevelcoment agreement.” {July 1, 1987 Memorandum of Ungerstanding Batween the City of SenDisgo and the U, 5. G-15
Navy; Resolution Number R-258438) The Clty's formal pesition reiative io the 8rozdwey Complex proposal
sheuid e presentad ss ¢ aafv as ccesible; the congitional naturs af the Cily's participation under ihe Memorangum

should b highlightad in tha 1§

3.2 Alterpetives (Pg. 3-5 concarning Residsntial Alternative} The optien of deveicging the sits for housing is |
summarily dismissed. The irsde-offs of the peiential benafits of housing development against these of hote! and G-17
offics develepment and the Navy's financial sbjactives should be expiicitly edoresset o .

3.2.1 alternative A {Pg 3-8 concarning FAR caiculation) The floor area ratio {FAR ) of 5.45 for the
,,rcferrm alternative is apperentiy calcutated bessd on the soreece shown on the Project Blocks illustration,
figurs 3-3. This calculation sesms to Inclucs the portion of the sits which Is planned 0 be dadicsted for the G-13

axtension of G sirzet through the regeveloped Hr"perty If 1t hes not alre=gy besn, the ares of the plannsd 5 Strest
degication should de excluded from the calculstion of the FAR, This prooesurs is consistant with the appreeen
which s now used by the Sen Diego Plenning Deperiment in goeiing with “superdlcsks™ and will sstabileh

—~zrapility with the City's s!ans for the surrcunging arsa :

. 3.2.5 Alternative £ (Pg 3-23 concerning 3 new Mawvy office complex funcsd using trzditional feders! puagat
mechenisms) The aiternative presented hers is perticuiariv constreined and uninspiret, Certainly new Nawy
office facilitiss could be zooommesatad on the sile while permitiing uses cther than suriegs perking Thispropossd | 3.1
alisrnative would Se clezr confiict with City solicy which dissouraces wsteriront use of land o surfecs parking
And specifically, why is an new ofTice tuilding citsd on Bleck  when s location on either 8lecks | or 2 would
serve i¢ fres waterfront acrzece for meore directly water{ront-releisd vse? -

oy

[}
[ ]

4.1.1 Land Use Compatibility { Pg. 4-12 concerning the land use Environmental Conseguences of the Proposed

Ai ernatives) The discussien fers is limited ts “compatibitity” of land uses, Mo discussion is precentsd of the fact 5-20

that the commitment of the very Wt: office, hotatl and retail development would preciude
its availapility or ather usss.

4.1,1 Land Use Compatibility (Pg 4-12 concerning stepping down). The discussion highlights the propess!
that the project design would brovics 2 "step down” of buildings 10 the weterfront within the nrotect Dounderfes 11 | |
:."tcx.’d bg clear that this "sizp down” concent, which in the cese of the szst-west dimension 1s within 8 single block, G-

3 2t 3 giffarsnt =ale than e "sigpoed imtensity and s5i8” conceot discusssd =8 sort of {ne Camire Oiby pianning |

-;r"fﬂbﬂ""‘,- i

’

4,15 Cliy of 3an Diego Plans ang Policies (P 4-29 Concarning the CCPC Consent Plen) Tha £15 refers toine
Concapt Plan which was distribuisd in August, 1588, This decument hes been superosted by the draft ?ml‘n.nw

| N |

Certrs Cily San Dlegn Cm’::mnibf Plan, doled February, 1990, 1 would be agpropriais for tha £1S o note that ih G-22
.’ 2 (it P lenning Commitize hes supperied the Brosdway Compiex project 2s compatible with [tswork fn
. _0DinG 8 now Centrg City Community Plen - and 12 note et the work of this group is edvisery 10 Ihs Planning

Commission and ths City Caunctl,

4 2.2 Transperistion Eavircnmental Conssuences of the Proposed Alternaltves (Pg 4-53 wonterning Lang- _l G;23
|

219



Page 7 - Comments on Boradway Compiex EIR
By {riag adams

Term Rosgway Corgitions) As ingicated eerifer, the £i5 analysis fatls to-eddress the situation of the fresways in
the vicinity of the Cantrs City and the fisswey ramp situations whers stugies have pravicusly-identified potential
protlams. Ths conclusicnon Py 4-54 that *(Uraffic profsctions st the four fraswey Intarchengss serving the
{anira City area indicate that there is adequaie capecity lo serve anticipated dameng under the long-term sceneric”
seam inconsistent with the concluzions in the Captre Citv Teanspartation Action Pregram, Tha prepossd Brossway
Complex deveiopment 1s Hkely lo contribule to the sumulative impest of planned oifics deveicoments in the West
Rroedwsy aree. Pest amalyses of the situation projecied on the frsewsvs and e fresway ramps suggests thet i
may not be possibie to mitigats this congsstion. A similar finding may e necessary In the cxse of the 2rosdway
Complex pratest. .

4.2.2 Transportation Envirsnmental Consequencss (Pg. 4-60 through 4-64 concerning Long Term Parking
Conditicns. The Parking Mesds Asszesment ingicates that g substantisl portion of parking nests for the develcoment
is expectzd 1o De met by the eppiication of 2 Transporiation Demand Manegement { TDM plan —~ in (he czss of
office-related parking, 243 of the nesd is projectsd to be eccommodsted by a TDM plan. The information that is
providss regerging the nature or provisions of the TDM pisn is mersiy a list. Without mors spesific
decumentation, the aveluation reflest 8 "gosl statement” end cennet be the basis for assessing possible impents.
Thess same oncerns adout the srogeple eifectiveness of TDM exiencs 1o the discussion in 4.8.2 Alr Quality
Eavironmentai Sanszuances, £3. 4- 172 wiich is alm beszd on TDM assumpticns.

|

-

4.3.1 Assthetics and Yiewshed - Affected Envirenment (Pg 4-74 through 4- 1117 The £1S gives exceptionatly
therougn traatment 10 & numisr of assthetlic and view considerations. However, it o3 act explors the potential
impects of the project on gublic views from aiong the waterfront Embarsedsro, including from the & Strsst Mcle,
ard from the Bay to the South and immediately t the West This is an esgecially imporiant consideraticn since
pianning poiicy identifias the waterfront es ths £ity’s "major open space, iis park and pisygroung”. Partof the
“waterfront exserience” is the visual ability (o relate the woters edge o the Ci%y’s "care” and {0 other topegraphic
features which give it @ physica! dsfinition. My cesus! essessment sucgests that views beck to the City, espetially
from tha 6 Strsst Moie will s necetively impacted by the cavslopmant oropeeat. Also, the potenuial impasts of
views frem the water (o the cossisl rim which defines the northwest eice of the Centre City area should also be
evgiugta:,

4.3.1 Socioenonomics - Affected Environment (Pg, 4~ 135 concerning the Fiscal impact Assessment) The uss of
per capiis and par ecre mathezicgiss to calcuiale the aterating pubiic costs of ssrvicing the protect, while
popular peceuss of their simpiicity, s=2m ., ot dest, 1o De cruds approximsations. The aree ungsr svalustion hes 3
relatively unigue 2t of public ssrvice nesds when comperad with the City ingensral. Al the lesst, the £13 should
indicats 2 rziatively low leval of sigtiztical canfidencs in the results of thiswork, particuiarly onthe st sice of
the eguetion. s

4.5.1 Seoicsmonomics - Affectad Snvirenment (Pg. 4~ | 42 concerning net and sumuiative fiscal impect) ina
gisgussion with your offica | roissd a question congarning the sooureoy of ihe nst end curnulative {iscal impest
statistics - spescivicelives o the “pusingss tz=s" prejections in the Willtems & Kuebslbeck Technicsd
Raper: (Tabis 16). The maonituce of the numbers ssem inconsistent with pressnt City~wide revenues in thess
calagories and wilh the genersi sxpe of 1he dlennes developmsnt. | have net heard Beck on (his issue. Although |
sharsg the £13's conciusion that e fissal affects of the sropessd projsct ers ilkaly 1o 0 posilive, it Isn't all clsar
{hat thes will peovide a et beredit 1o the Clty — sines this sama level of deveicoment, with similer oroject~leved

.20
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‘age & - Comments on Boradway Complex £iR
By Criag Adams

ieca! Sensfils is Jikaly {0 aoour svan in the ebsencs of the propossa profect.

hepe these comments will ba ysaiul io the Mevy in its continuing work on the Sroadway Compiex Project ang thst
{ wiil essist citizens and public officials in {heir discussions and svaluations of this imporiant matier,

Respestiuliy, ,,
5%22 /%JJM

Craig Aden
283-3249
& Cfiica of ihe Cily Arghiten?
fice of Counciiman Boh Filner
Ctfica of Counciiman Qen [ebaris
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Weastarz Divisi
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Command Deza.chu.eaz
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535 West Beac.. b*.:::-;et., Suzite
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ATTENTION: Captzin Wayas

Dear Caprain Goodermota:

""ds {ommmission kas r
t of the

Staff of the Siste
the pr:- osed radevelopmen
a copy of the do

cament
osen for a document of suck irmpors
an EIR/EIS, one document which incorpeorates the re
the N’-’Pf-x; such 2 format is specificaliy provide
consumted, ..‘e docu:n ents and i.,.....a" are c:s
do oot beli D i

&

W T.O

;S 130 5

Ae incorporgted Darr 2 .}w refergnced documenz

.x_f_n-ar;.ad where pessible or bri riefly described if
=mot be swmmarzed  The ra.:z,

'mf re;zre.?z...d docurhent and the

United Siates Nevy

sviewed

Navy Broadwzy Compiex
which is represemied as a3 Draft EIR (DEIR) eirculated by
’ﬂg Ciry of Saz Die ego for this prej--.. Wa do zot underszand why this format was
In our view, the document shculd Bave besn

ad for within the Stare EIR Guidslines.
cinted and confusing.

R or Nmz;:we Declararion uses incorporation by 22}

tonshio i-erma,r thz mcufr:orja.a feln
EIR sholl te described”™

EXEQUTIVE OFFICE
1307 - 13th Street
Sacramantg, Califomia 253814

CHARLES WARREN
Ezecutive Officar
{918) 322-4105

——

* -

the Draft EIS {D“E"'\) for

We have alse reviewed |
iraments cf the CEQA arnd

I:-‘u..’:her:ac::,
the D_,.tR Cuﬁﬁ"ﬂa to

H-1

_.{.—".'2.,

'r...i. he brsfly
the data or ;nforﬂ.a:icrv




CAPTAIN WAYNE GOODERMOTE
June 4, 1950
Page 2

0C0D003

For this aznd 28dizonal reasons which “?c "'*’f—‘cas&ed below, we contend thai ihe
document(s), as preseatly cor_sz_:.u d aznd circula a.re wholly defSicient and
inadequate under the reqQuirements and stan :7.1'05 sez orth in the CEQA, the NEPA,

and '91.3:3.'3 case law., Cur cam::.ezs, while referencing the DEIS, are equaily
applicable to the DEIR and should, therefors, be regarded as commests oz said
document.

(1) Ouvr initdal comments on this project as refiecied in our December ZZ,
1988 letter 10 you in respense 1o the NOi/NOP for Tlus project have not becn

adgrassed in the DEIS. The State cf Cal.for:ua has claimed 2 potental E"’VE’SiG..a.I‘j
interast by virme c-f the Public Trus: Docmine in the Siled ddelznds comprising :he

.T““aéaray Complex. Tas Navy has not ..sowed the issue of this claim.

Ss-ﬁ:allv orr M_..::xens indicate the probie r::s associaied with the dide o the

propery vis- a-vis the mamure of the tile to the Pz.a Trust lands comveyed o the
Uzited Siates for cemain r-—"ted purpeses; i.e., "public defe:se“, "military purposes’,

'.l

-

i
=d "piers, landing and structures o be used by the Unied States Navy Deparimerzt
T2 s:.ppiy base ang for landing purpeses.”

[ )

The uses autherized for the Siate's pruper?f appear, as provided for iz
Altermatives A B, T, D, E and F of the DEIS, t¢ be in direst conflict with the uses
proposed for the property. Other thzn the 1 million sguare feet of naval offcs space
Drovcs\.d for the area - the other pxnposad uses arz pop-military, Clearly, up to 1.4

million square feet of privare offcs space, 1.44 million square feet of hotel, and
25,000 square feet of rziail do mot somstitute military purposes.

(2) Toe DEIS, for various project altermarves (l=. pg. 1-5), idennifies the zaed

for substantal offserdng "ocal ge srzment” ﬁna.a ial contributons for certain public
infrastructure improvements. 1he document fails ¢o idendfy a:c letnil the
specifications of the nastessary imfrastuctural improvements, the asdmate of the oSy,
and the sourcs of those "iccal government” fmancial conwd 3_353.‘3 .

- /._\
i

‘e arz iziormed tha: the estimates of (e ter Clty Bew-iapmen*

Corporation’s Public Improvement Cost Al 'ﬁcaﬁc ( f‘c‘. 3!”.3!%) or the Sitz
—nrovement Lost of the Na'uy Broadway Com wplex Projest (dated July 23, 1989)
. it2d 10 the p oject whick is refersnmesd in the Su..h._g.a:y of Aliernmatives $122 {og.
1-9) of ths Draft EIS and elsewhers in the 12t and as luco*?oryﬂ by referznce in

the Draft EIR, total over 525 million and provide over $20 million in praaoseﬁ

(L]
,’j

enditures by the San Diegoc Unified Port Diwict

2-23
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CAFTAIN WAYNE GOODERMOTE
June 4, 1590
Page 3

The SDUPD is ﬂ*"tﬂd in its ability to expend tidelands trust funds on property
ot owned or conuolled by the Port. The Port does own some of the steets within
the Navy Broadway Comzale.. Project these, however, ars presently under lease o
the Navy. Any infrastrucuure, demolitios, landscaging or 'similar costs associated with
this project cannot be fnanced with tidelend trust funds uniess they arz on Port-
owned or contolied !a:ms. The Port may only expend tdelands trust funds on lands
or projects if such expendi provides some substaztal and direct bezefit 1o the
tidelands trust uader t..f"r con QL The sabsiantal sums identified for expenditure by
the Por: do not gualify under the above stated criteria

oesar
5ii8,

—»B

the DEIS ideptifies the need for local px..e_a.c fands for this
dﬂv“!opmc oi, but fails to provide specificity as t0 ¢osis and
rzguired

Further, becguse
propesed federal/privats
sources of funds, the social économic impacts and legality of those
expenditures ars poteatially significant, urnresclved impacts.

(3

The withiz the DEIS caz be characierized respeciively
as unspeciie, pr riat

mitgadon measurss
ospe or imappropriately characierized.

ctve, nonexistent,

As an example, the mitigation for assthetic impacts for specified zltarmatives, 23
listed on page 4-114 is indicated o be compliance with H;:a;_r, urpan design guidsiives
as staef*'-‘f‘ﬂf*i in Appexdiz D of the DEIS, Will these impacts stil be mitgated ¥ the
guidelizes are changad o any way?

As an addidonal exzmple, on page 4211, under Nhhgaﬂcn Measures, the DEIS
states that the Sitate SHPQ "is comsuidn g with the Navy on midgation.”

On page 4-147, compliance with building codes is characterized 2s mingation
for geologic bazards in "Act contradiction of the principle that complizacs with
existzg law or regulaticos does not comsumts midgazdon

Lastly, mitigation measures ars rot analyzed, as reguirsd by the CEQA for

their effectiveness in reducing significant impacts to a level of insignificance. The
doc ment assmﬂs sffectiveness and asks har we zccept {5 conclusions withoul azy
suppeoring avidenc

{4) On page 5-1, Cumulatve Impacts, the DEIS siates, "The MNavy*Broadway
clex is jocated im am ares of 3an Diegs that is aa;dergoing substandal
m2nt... Cumula

¢ impacis are geperally regional impacts assoclated with

1
8
*(‘J

(=¥
{D
<
)
le]
r(J
n

several dew Ioome“'_s g which 1be project may coniriputz.” Unformunately, ihe
discussion W chews and which yi‘f‘C"f_.S in Secton 4 is not copsistent with such
statsmants. Tuc pro;ec: is discussed azi_,r in mia“' nship ;o n‘.aeif or it3 own
ahe:?'* dves, not in velationship 1o related projects such as Seapors Village, the Hyan

Hotel, among others.
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Pagz 4

{53 We believe the designadon of Alternarive A, the project, as the

spvironmensally superior altemative is pot supportable uader the provisions of Sectorn
15126(d){2) of the State EIR Guidelines. Since Altermazve A, "The Navy's preferred

alterpative” (page 1-4), is the project azmd “the no-action alternative, is the
eovircnmentally superior altermative,” the corrset interpretaden of the above secton
digtates the designaton of an epvirgomentally superior altermative which is revealed as
a result of the exvironmental analysis and which is separate and distinct Som either .
“the project” or the "no-acdon alternative." '

{6) We do not belisve that each of the alternative configusations of the Navy's
. prafisrrad altermative, (de project, is discussed o the same lavel of detadl as raguired
by the NEPA. The documernt dees not snable decision-makers 1o, without additonal

anzlyses, consider azny of them in placa of the project

SRR

Poges 1-18-18,
Seczion 1.4,1:

Page 1-91,
Section 1.5:

Pagz 4-<E0, {.ﬁ::r.,g-
Tom Paidnz

Condibonm:

- it would be kelpful for reviewers

-
g
bl

the rzsporses o the
NOI/NOP were included in the document as an appendix and the
commesnts therein referancad io those pordons of the documernt in

whick the response (¢ s2ch ¢omment is located,

- ] .
[N N
O NEEsNon

This "summary tabie" does not contain 2 summar
measurss as stated. Furthermers, this secton should comtain 3

discussion of significance criteriz usad. to rank the impacts
discussed within the document. E
Tha 2ntire izzve of nationz imoonts telatad 2o the proiese annasTy
LW i W e b B iy i el o lEuvwtd Sl el el el ..s_.-'.‘.-':-v.-.b
norzselyed and unmiigzied. Al page 480, the document tales
that "The City of San Diego b2s no mizimum o7 magmum
sacidng requiremernts for development in the Cexws Ciy
arza..Tae development of 2 parking management pian for the
Cezre City arza is thz primary objestdve of the ppgoing Peslking
4 >, 3 g o -

Management Study i
(emphasis added).

225
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.
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CAPTATN WAYNE GCODERMOTE

June 4, 1990
Page 5

Page 461, Tsz"

Page 4-108,
Sectior 4.3.28

Prge 4115,
Section 4.4.1
Conseguences:

signifcance and zppropriate mitipadon again appears to be &
moving targst Even under this drcumstance, the project would
zot provide sufficient parking, with artendant, speculative adverse
impacts on exdsiting paridng.  Furthermore, such impact is o be
mitigated by 2 "Lopg-Term Travel Demand Management (TDM)
Program” which could inciude a mmber listed measures (see
gemeral comrments on speculative pature of mitigation).

What is the demand rate for residensal uses?

The document states that, "The draft design guidelines ars
provided in Appendix D and ars subject to mmipor refinement
between the Mavy and the Ciry. Alterpatves A, B, and the omsite
commponer: of Alternarve D are all gznecally cozsistent with the
draft guidelines. Alternatives C and F are pardally consistest

L=
-

Alternagves E azd G arz pot comsistent” {empkhasis added). Iz

“spite of these statements, the conclusion reached on page 4-134 is

3

that compliance with such guidelines would mitigate assthede
impacts of the projest and Alierzatives B, C, D and 7. Txis
conclusion is: 1) umsupporied, as are all other statements
ragarding midgatiop (see general comment 3); and 2) at best
dependent on 3 modifier "if the project and its aiternpatives ars
modified (needs to be described) axd if the guidelines remain
substanzally unchanged”

What is the basis for the statement 7T

manpower, and zvailable eguipment are a

project site and surrounding arsa with a sufficient level of police

prowecton o cases of "emergensy’? Waat i3 the defiziton of

"suffcienr™? Whar of everyday prowecton in comparison M
. a4

servicaes, etc. when considerzd with pther o

ganeral comment 4)7

l\.-’
o

A
JESE

H-17
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CAPTAIN WAYNE CGOODERMOTE
June 4, 1690

Pag

Foge

Section 4.5.3:

ge 7

e 4143

P ga 4144

Secdon £.8.10

£ n-g" = ?'{;'p
Miearion

=)

Meomues

Page 4-186

Secrior 4.9.5:

Does the first statement of this secton copsider raguired

sxpenditures of either the City or the Pori? What will be the

level of adverse impacts to Port finances as a result of the

project, 2tc., e.2. monies (sales, tansient cccupancy angd property

taxes) will accrue o the City, vet the City would have the Por:
aj the majority share of the costs of the pecsssary infrasgucturs
zac mpravemen’"’

Does ihe avaiiabis information indicate that the arza soils a7
able to suppor: the proposed facilitles as designed, including

' mde._wund nar’:cmz. it so, what is the basis for such a

conclusion; i mot, what are the related adverse impacts on the
patkirg issue - supply, eic.? Will perpetual de-watering of the

site be required impacs?

-J'..n—..ud‘ -

e have zlre ad:i indicated our concern witk tae adequacy of tha
lzs? starement in :hzs secticn (s2e gereral comment 3). The
effﬂ Hyeness cf d..._g codes to mitgats g"clogxc bazards,
ricularly liquef czm:z in the instap? case, must be sxamined in
.121:* of be recent experience of Sap Francisco's Marina Districs
¥ o“ﬂ presumes that the majorizy of buildings in that area wers
DLa.r:c. with that City's ?‘Lﬁczng code, tae document's

a.,summzen provides Listie comf

(

Why is 2ot the C-=s;g:1_ nitdgation for kotels also being applied o
onsite office swuemures? Tois would also se2mm impornazt sinee
the occupancy cf suc I: budm:s wculd coincide more with the
times of highest =

e
]
[{]
>y
pl
f?
J
gy
F
4

Alcugh it is
slecmrical power will be sups s zxisting grid. Whar will
be the cumulative impact on the grid From these additional uses

W

shouid be revised in lght of the comments

2.2%

1 specifcally swated, One assumes ibal all reguired
- T 3 - 4

A

i

H-24

H-25
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In conecinsion, based or itk
process and documesnt are aeﬁcmc it i Lzs
NEPA and tha: substastizl revisions

regarding these comments, piease co::a;: L8
322-2277) with regard to the State’s claim znd related m

with regard to ezvizonmental issues,

o
LommERT

gL0L3038

orzsented, we belisye thar both the
the.‘ compliance with the CEQA. and tae
s pecessary, Should you bhave agy guessons
TS FC&S].!E, Semior Staff Couzmsal {Gid-
matters and me {516-322.7827

e

L \
\
D% G?-?f)'i' E. SANDERS, Ch.ﬁ*
. Divisica of Rasearch
. angd Flanning

DES:zmaa
sc: {haries Warren, Executive Officer

James F. Trout Assistant Zxecugve OfScer

Rober: C. E-:_;.::? ‘“e* Counseal

Curtds Fossum, Semior Staff Coumsel

Jamee Jordaz Pa.:.crse‘% Deputy Anorzey General

Linda rullar Office of Planming

? AL S.amcton, Dem:::.f Cz*v

Mazzger, City of San Diegs

and Resaarg

S

X

-
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MOARMAN W. MICXEY

Gounty of San kﬁﬁmgm

@19 827.2270 CHIES ADMIMISTRATIVE OFFIC
tLomgeen Coos TS0
1800 PACIFIC MIGHWAY. S48 DIIGO. CALIFORNIA H52101-2472

Sune 1, 19590

Officer in Charge
Western Division Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Detzachment
rcadway Ccomplex
5535 West Besch Strezet, Suite 141
San Diego, CA 92101-2937

ATTENTION: Captain Wayne Goodermote, CECZ, USN

INTIRONKEINTAL IMPACT STATIMENT: HR??‘ BRAVADTFAT COMBPLEZ

TRAZT
PROJEST
Dear Captzin Goodermota:

We zppreciate tha opportunity 2o comment on the draft Envircnmental
Ipmpact Statament (E"‘S) for the Navy Breadway Coopleax preject

Tha C"'*nd S concaern as axpressed im cur initial f.:cmmants regardin
this project is that tha use of off-site, peripheral parking should
be utilized by the major water waterfront pr cperty cwners ineludin
the Navy, the County and the Port ""..s‘:::.c‘* s mlnlm:.ze the n=zed feor
waterfront parking.

of San Disgeo galls a.c_ the

The Parking Management Plan for the City o
tab itas located on thep

23 lishment of pazrking interceptor s righery
gf Centrs City. The usa of such i1 periphsral strusturs could
zrovide additicnal mitigazicn for traffiz and parking iapac:s
impacsts gens2zrated by  the Navyy, Santa Fe  and other largs
developments. In additien, it would hsalp tc reduce the Navy's
parking ratic of 1.23 spaces per 1000 sguars fzet of offics spa:cs,
tc %The 1.0 spacss per 1000 sguazrs fzet rscommended in the drzit
Centre City Communiity Plan.
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Danie] Allen
Wayne Juss
Mico Calavita
Susan A. Cantar
Iim Coasworh
Judith Callins

Citizens Coordinate n- o
or - QO0004L
Canary 3

1349 2l Prado, Rm, 4

San Diega, CA 52101

Tel: (619) 232-71%6

ptain Wayne X. Gocdermote, CEC, USH
stern Division Navzal '-T'aci.:.ities

Diame Seriow Commbs Engineering Command Detachment

Caeries Cooper
Bruc= Dammam
Zmily Duriin
Lois Fong-Jakal
Meni= Zriffin
Bob Hanmen
Jarnes Hubbel
Mickael Jeaking
Elrmer Kosn
Marizze Koprak
Carel Landonan
Bob Laffer
Anpeing Lair
- Marie Burke Lia
Tred Marks
‘.-'-Ea.mﬂ.tm Ivprston
Himball Meers
Kathy M. Schwanz
Philin X Pryde
Cunham Railly
Roge Revelin
Harem Scartorough
Mz Schenide
Andr=w Sguriock
Tudy Swink
Joyes Urban
Conmue Willens
Ton Weod

B:oaawav Complex
S5 West Beach Street, Suite 101
Sa.n Diego, CA 52101-2337 :

Dear Captain Goodermote:

£3 is in rr-celot of the Draft Environmental Impast Repert and
Statament dated Apzil, 1350 for ths Navy Ev-cadwaj Ccmp..-...
project in San D-egc.

Our review ©f this material together with cuxr participdticn
in the Eovadway (Complex Joordinating Group has given us a
unigue oppormtunity to evaluate the procsss ‘-:a.ken ir ths
dsvelcgmen* of p*=1..*“g altsrnatives. Whils we have besn and

[
"
If

remain in f£ull suppert of the MNavy’'s g2ps tz inveolw
professional a-'*v' sors ang the gene:a.a -ﬂm““-*'ty in the
creation of thisgs project, we arz not in ag:_em nt wita the
Navy‘s prziecred alternacive (Alt::native A) and feel that t"ze

failed <o address cexrtain :.ssues that are critical t
svaluating the appropriztensess of the sits.

(y)
(

-1

is C3's opinion that the City cf .San Disge may be viewad
ite diff e:ently today comparad wifh its status ...:: 1883, when
Navy Broadway Cemplaex was first considered. ts :‘.:*.\.::ease
'_,:oz:.z?ah:..on and recogniticn on an intsrnac c“al scale has
the city strategic impos-tancs within the Unitzd States.
city has matured, so has its dowzztam to where orivazs
lopment has 2 mementum of its own leaving copsn =::a"‘-'- and
:or::.do:r:s in r=lationship ©o ths bayizont ir a valnerable
~t*on. In light of this changs, 23 feals t;.a- tha Navy
not procsed with 143 propessd public-privazs ventura
extant that over three milllion sguare fzet is bullt on
ons thrcugh four, el that <funding the
imate one million sguazz fest needed for new Navy uffice
..n..ou.gh Military Construstion (MILCON) appropriations
the best inter=ast of t tazpayer and that m.n::.ma.’.
1zaci-r should e considezed <o compliment the sita’s
imary uss

e l} i
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L] . : @ - -
State of Qalformia
GCOVERMNOR'S OFFICE
CFFICIE OF PLANNING AND RESZARCH
1440 TENTH STREET
ZACRAMENTS 33313

0000042

ORCE DEVKEAEIAN
(S o)
(816) 323-7480

DATE: SJune 4, 19390
o h ¥. 8. Department of the Navy

Western Divisien

Naval Facilities Engineering Ccmmand

ATTN: Officsr in Charge, Broadway Complex

5535 West Beach Street, Su* te 101

San Diegeo, CA 92101-22337
FRCH:  Ofiice of Placaning end Reszarch

State Clearinghouse

RS- Dzait‘znv’ ronmeéntal Impact Rz -cc:-t/=ta‘-:.emeant for the Navy
= Broadwsy Complex Projact, San Diego County .

{SCH 8811D203)
As the designated Califormia Single Relzt of Contact, pursuaat to EZxegutive
Crdezr 12372, the Cffice of Planning and Research transnits attached comments
as the Stata Frocess Rsc 9ada.+:..;n.

=
Tais recommendation is 2 consensus: e opeosing comments have been ree %rec'.‘=
Iniviation of the Yaccommedzte or explain® r2spcnse Dy-Four agency is,
therefore, in effzef. -
Sincerely,
3 —_—
DI ETL T AN
SR W
% ) =t ‘-_-4\3"3&
E 47 -b

Hoberz P, ﬁ:‘:\}:az :
Plrzetar




Air Amsurces Boarg

1ol Somemsaen
Caiiformea Tahce Lonseransy
Califorma Wasia Monagament

Catiforma 2.

*y

s

-

wazian 00000

GOVERNCR OF
CALIFORMIA

Resources Buiiding
1476 Nintk: Stroat

Boarg

[
5 3 & m A Y
28§ i eny
PECip & =3
sEd Eg pdu r i
pRUGGE 8 &
s0gieagnd g "
Swm.mm.m.mmm e 41 )
- ) 5 at [ + 4
Basgggngs §i - p U o o -
amumm mmm ) N £ f : o e n
macncmm Spald S o ; @ -t s 0 [
£ oo e=b iy bk 1 3 o 0
c m..M..r u I 1 u 0 i BNV 4 1
byfcEozeadte Ood W -~ 0 3 e R ]
3G 4 3888k b Ot ot O by moe D ]
, m aoa m by it Tl o al i bt N S
o -t 0l AL Y a 1wy TV £ P) 0]
) o noug ¥i) Tl o - ' 00
3 wuMn o 0 i Hnoon (1A
~ oY - ") i t F; O m o - S &
= o r ey g~ } Q- O 7] .am A S Y |
£h TRE RS H) 0 W N ) e
2 A ST G a Mo §4 AT
i 81 B =~ by~ £ 0 0 1 L . LI
- 4. 4 H Il - "y LS i 3
P . LR ooyl o v 1) 0~ a \ w,
Z F AUl GOy s ol 0 5 by
a_w fl @ m by 44 a4y 1 o o
i S al a o b b 4 et ! i M M
L o g0 7 WO 0o M NP/
B " abied 30 a 4] by 0 RIS Y
- ol Hob b L5 0w > P 0 o) 2o
i ..r.,. _.. "Jn ...:— quh ....q ‘._ h m__ ’ wu __nu.. ..-1» q El 6-
© £, 0 3wy 01 & wd 1 0 abk N I
2 o hao o g 0 WY Oa b - A
* 0 rf pef 6o P ad ) m R » 4
pr U bl 5T | U [¢h Y50 2 s L
& £ FHO gior -l 6 Paog e Ao
A I I TR £ B § IV " oo SIS R < N PR S Y
o J fil L al £ 0D o 1 4 2 ~0 M
b H & Py o £ Y i b0 o e
) €1l 0 LRI L & B SRS 1 (R o g 0 ; o0
w 0l it wi 0 -l H 0w £ OF 44 (A TE L)
pi 0 bz a e - 0 ¢ o0 “ed AT 17 L
= .mu o G A o o) Y] b O N .
o) o7 £ 0 (I m v i - (1] 5
[¥) i I R @0 el € i 0w o AN
€ - VI ' £ 1 Ho0 ¢ 0 au oo /J.
“ o ©in o Vo wd ¢ iy e Y il e
L ™ 9 DO o A o1 m A D
,._.& HE S I & il _Y N L0 I L1/ [ H e M ¥
4 4 a4 1 & o> ! & " oal fi O r 0 /R0 “rd
[ % S oAl .._.% 49 niE 0 m o SE L
1y £ ) dmy g ) £) 3l H o o e
O R Mo r S | n 0O e g e
[eRrAR S sl @ oo QY U oaf el 2
19 62 1) el 8w a ) A X e 0 4 TR 4
oo oAb (4] . i et 0y e [N
[ R Y v | LI 3 I R I P IV aJ )
Huuauo am e GOUPOO QU 0 ~0 0 H._ by
‘ ..w,_ whard O @) € w0 H Mo -4 0 .m o ) Wit 0
g 1l @ £ 04 6 [ LA N O @ o
& " @ ord et Ba 00 - : v RN OC I T R 1 B Y o m ot )
m a L3 1) ] 2 a4 0L 4 4 [T I I
5 g [T P VI T VR I oatnd b oWty 9 d B o o 0
agd o b Dt 0o A dd s bhea @O dd miahd gho
wx Sneh 85 g Gt MHB QW g0 2 ap
me ag2ao T m o Q] one 3 ) Uy 4 DD A> YL O tn b
1% £ oo, D8 h 3o b 4 HE ow o - W eI ¢
bhd SEEELAT e o omd Wt Oh ape b owa g
I8 m m £ m m 5 o 4 & m,.w W ) fSAP 0 W Oqg ek Lage) 08 - A3 53 A
Gig 44 Sebi3 DEREANn O BHND RBOM0M M HRODg By ke
oo w LR RER:
0 s565EEE
foEgRiet
- 5 £ m
-
LB EEEE]
Doonoon

2-37


http://iosre.iv

U. S. Departaent of the Havy —-g=

ce: Qffica of Planning and Resezarch
1400 Tenth Streset '
Sacramants, CA 55814
{5CE 23115208)

2.38

00000613

sune 4,

1950




THE RESCURLCES ASEMCY oF CAUBDEMIA

ieg

o

an

-~

Wayne Soodermota
a

o
?-ﬂ
ty of

a

:
3
&
=
=2

c

.sa.. - aliforsia

T
o
Y
1 — i |
n : v e U 0o o o
~~ b »n 4 40 £3 £ 0 a
w0 - T L B LY Iy W By D M
« E: Py oat W o0l e o R s I ma a
£ trs_ i i L] tz [ ) o I LS Y B | o g
© g Hqzhd wun B dadd wOH NN AR REE
-] g s o ot (=] £ a oM gt Mt Y Nels)
o o 08 ol 5B oy el An TR R W PR BT I I N
4 e O dwet g @dE Lo Wl 6 B0 manmi e Q-0
LN . UHR Qg0 [ I Y S ord 6l D t arson w.a. 0 A 4
VR I I YR ) Moy E pHuLY (O R I T
(S k] U o e ety w = 0 R IR e I R TR TR Y LR
! r (R I B o WL T I v e R I T L I A I n ,J 4l 0
0 5 WA byl O o fS v b 1 m... e ¢ n oD MEgovin | W 3 B IS )
i NUHete oglp ot o TR i v SN R T Q-1
L I A S TR fy1n 4 .& (AT f Ry Mmoo
Baki) 00004 . £ o o _* Baav @~ ded U =
sE TR } m._ el row -~ Q IR Y L ot g 40 W (P «f -t fh
w1 d tel:a g S o e oAl £ 04 @ @ oal 4 0 m.s o
& :,w e~y “ «d ) T Y D;“ boad g0 et RN
W HHOM o @ He al oy U :w: wt by 110 o b2 0y @
e U AP I V) wel-rdAt by D A E 0
O oo a_.hl 4l MW oM PHOD - [P a W
I e BT O T < wel 43 v ou 0 L) 43 0 oar i LU e e
3 il 4) m A0 A RS Y ek £ 1A 9 _m T4 6 A3 .,,M
Ol 5o by 3 akan g Bk 0 WO et QAo .ﬁ M (3] Q&
el P o i) al WALl el A Ab gk £y £
0wdy o fped @ AR A o MU S0 by Beopd a3 8 T
imusild 4. a = Sy M4 O LW W Wi W
Ul o8B Ny 0o~ HaMMuin O e m O
N0 HYhEe o 1 ol &l « am 00 ~ e )4 f3 W
Ry b O W oA T ) s edg ~ooa _J i 45 5 0w 44
M [ IS B " m ] rf 1] n 0 m Lo I (oA £
n > .,Eilamcl e ¢t 0 by M S ) B £ e 4 -
5 O T B O S O R CLI O N Y 'O LG Y e gl
] 3 I TR I I R T B o BUrs aid Mo b L) A e Mowh ot
w O el 08 HA- m 0 1) wed M o N N TS I L B T I
-2 AP YA 00 0N o4 W UMYl o M ~4 0
e VUL HRD ) B o0 o @B o g 00
j a0 LYW LAY D O N '] t Pra b G R 1) i 4 by £3
B> 5 w. O S0 dowr gy o 00w et Oy mo o (N R
. Q, m hnuzoaid o . 1] ehodoe  ATHE"AS S6™4
o 8 W el 8o 1 o0 R R EY R
g ___.weah&va.-mte Mo oW mao Bot UM _nr 0n o
L ® f._.uHT s -0 oo [y amrtsﬂ.n?u? @ M ,5“
o & 033 g Mo o -l £ ded el 080 > W e
b U oo ._.m Jt Hoyoduw HoOo o x O I I B F T TS O Y R Y O X M
e YO 4l w AT RS I ) H a N > a0 unbaa P DImLg -t 0O
™ & ko0 QM E 0 o e aan—a It sfﬁ
o ch.&bm.ﬁacltfa YR v bdood b o By by 2/ oES 10N
m ] 1 4 3 Ao Hwm ] W o0 0, U st P
Hed i B 0L R | by b [ ¥ P N ?i el ab i a : 44 S S
J. g Gr- 0O papaa £ - et Gl O 0 et bierd O MK
J g o W P uAgadan sy Waldbldoley 6 MWW 04
3 Hhpdaeta 0H u o Hed B ips s U @ s .ﬂ,.
- vALdmby>n a0 OHUGECOE g a bbb @ e
a s tuE o AU S0 Ml /9 o M OA 000 3 M- @/l oal
m . Mg OF Aahd HE d0 0 dgougoudadomasda oo e
3§ oo gewngeb, b 6y gaguedenpadine gn o
y < - { K & : ' o + gl A g8 0 TR e s ] O WL £H
0 m. A Hodga™®h oo b T o ! » E f ,
. 4 U oy W (LA 0 T .
£ o ) 5 hom b o0 w00 mil A
] E O Ot @) w0 b e a0
1) H vy o k] o~ (0 6 Ly m o

® °

239



QOGE04x

Encw/Capt. Gocdarmote
2

4, 1930

No data is presentaed in the Draft ZI3 oo tas level of ground

shaking expected at the projsct site. The prejzct site is

lzccated adjacant 2 the Ress Canysn Fault. This Fault is

considersd active, having maximunp credibls sarthguskss (MCE)
=]

W
R
i

VE, -
of magnitude 7.8 (Wesnousky, 1326; Andarson, &l, 183%).
Earthguakas on sther active faults, such as the Corsnade
Barnks a2nd Elsincre Faults, may alss affsct the projesct sit
A recant svaluaticn indicates that the Corsnade Banks Faul
has a MCE of magnitude 7-3/4 {Anderssn, =t al, 1923).

Therefera, additisnal data is neadszd cn ths potential
impacts and propesad mitigzticon measurss from ground shaking
due to large earthguakss on nearby active faults. The Final
EIS sheuld previde estimates of potential sirsng ground
motion at the site, surface rupture, ligquefaction, seismic-

inducsd settlement, and failure f£reom shaking of dock
facilitiss and retaining wzlls. Data on thz sxpsctsd grzund
metion parzmeters should include, peak ground acsslsraticn,
duraticn of strong shaking, and site period. Data o
suppert the analysis should be includsd in the Final EIS.

If methods of mitigation ars nesdsd, thev sheuld be
develeped for inclusicon in the Final TIs so that they can be
raviewsad.

Tha Draff ZIS doas not adsguatsly address the petantial for
liguefaction at the project sita. The Draft EIS stztes only
that the project site has a potantial for liguefacticn. Ths
soils underlying the site apparzntly consist of hydraulic
L1l over ktay =zmud, which typically have a moderata to high
potential for liguefaction. No site-specific methods are

given for mitigating liguefaction. The only mitigation
given 13 ths stateament that the projact site is at the same
risk from liguefactiosn as the gpast of Zan Diego Bay.

Thereforz, additicnal informatiosn should be daveloped on the
potentizl for liguafaction, lataral spreading, seilsmic an
differsntizl sesttlement at the preoisct. Site-specific
geotechnical data is neaded to properly avaluates ZThe
potzntial for liguefaction 2t tha project site. I,
particular, informatien on azny soil inzervals sxpectad o
liguady and the arsal extent 5f thss: limefiabls soils
shouid e included in th2 Filnal EIS. Site-specific methods
of mitigation should bz proposed within ths conzext of This
new information,

The Draft EIS does not address ¢he izpacts to tha project
from inundatisn due %5 2 tsurmami oz szizhe. The 3an Disgo
City Seismic Safety Zlament incdicates that the projsct site

N=3
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Dr. Sncw/Capt
May 24, 13%¢C
Page Threse

Goocdarnote

may lie withia ths inundaticn arszz from a2 tsunami cor seich
and may alsc ke impactzd by strong currents. The Final EZI
should address the potantial impacts ©o the propeses proje
from 2 *s:nam;, gseizhe, and stryong currents. Metheds of

itigating should be zddressed.

If you have any guestions regavﬁing +these commants,
contact Zoe Mubbaa, Divisizn of Mines and Geclegy Er
Raview 0Zficazr, ax (318) 322—2-62.

Q,,\,___\ 6%‘("”’”

Dennis J. O’B“yaﬁ*
Environment Prograza Czordinater

snmantal

e McCrza, Divisisn of Mines znd Geology

it Custis, Division sf Mines and Geclogy
Referanses:e
Anderscn, J.G., Rockwall, T.XK., and Agnew, €., 13835, Past and
Possikle Futurs Ez _.“qnakaa of Significance ts the San Diegs
rRegion, Earthguaka Spectraz, vel. 5, ne. 2, pgs. 289-335.
Wesneousky, 3.G., 1388, Zarthquakes, Quatermary Faults, and
S=2ismic Hazard in califernia, Journmal of Gecphysical Rassarch,
vel., %1, no. B12, pgs. 12,537-12,631.
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CIATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE BESGURCES AGENCY GEOAGE DELKMENAN, Govarmoe .
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION .
531 HOWARD STREET. 4TH MOGR e
o TR, Ea. Sevceao ¥

{813} 342-8333 4
Hearing imparad/IDD (415) 4961825 June 8, 1920

Laptain W. K. Goodermolo

Depariment of the Navy

Mawal Facilities Engineering Commancd fetzchment
Broadway Complex

££5 I, Beach Street, Suite 1N

an Diege, T4 32101-2937

L)
e |

RE: Comments on Braft Envirenmental Impact Stazemenz (E£IS) and drafe
consistancy determination for the Broadway Somplex Project, City of San
Diege

Dear Czptain Goodermote:

Thank you for submitiing the Draft EIS and consistency detarmination for tha
Broadway Complex preject in advance of the official submittal of the
onsistancy determination for that project. We have reviewed both of those
draft gocuments and ar2 generally pleased with the the concept of developing
the 3ite for Navy uses provided that the preject ineludes previsions for
gubiic use of the area. The Commission staff supports those alternatives
falternatives A and F) that intlude large open-space areas, becausz we daligwe
that zreating a shorsiine parkx should bde a high priority for daveleping this
sit2, Even theugh all of the alternatives would improve sublic use of the
)1?, the Commission staff has zome concerns sbeut the project's consistency

=5,

th tha Laliforniz Coastal Management Pragram (COMPY. -

BUBLTL TRUST

gr the draft EIS nor the draft ronsistency determination discuss the
iznships between the proposed preject and the public trust. The proposed

¢t would b2 locatad an histsric tidelands. These tidelands may have a

ie trust eassment attached to them. This =2asement would require the land
usad te suppert only limited uses, such as navigaticn, cSommerce, or

ng. The Commissien has adopted policy guidance for projects involviag
lands that may have a public ¢rust sasement attached to them, The

Sommission’'s Puslic Trust guideiines, adopted May 3, 1977, state tha?

“devalopment proposals that may snvelve present or histsric tidelands, 0-2

submerged lands, and public trust lands shsulq be permittad only 1Ff censistentg

with the pudlic frust.* Therefore, 4n aré 7 for the Tommiszsion to evaluats

PuS

proj:
Jpu!
t
#

s Ay r'f ¥

i i -

1

che proijzzt's tonsiztency with the CORE, & e ztatui of the publdz trust

mazzment on the Sroadway fomplizx reperdy musz b2 respived. IV Lhere 33 2

public =ruse sasement atiached o the property, the Commizsion $2aff i3

cancsrned that ths somsfruction of commercial oifice s;a:, toyid ba

incensdistant with that fasement, The MNavy sheuld sserdinaty with %he 3tate

Lands fommizidon 23 s2onlye thiz i3zue, .

RECRTATIONAL RESOURCES

The propesed projzct 45 locatad adjasamt 3 3an 0i2gs 3ay, Seczian 28221 of } R

<ae Coastal Act prometes recreagisnal usz of pceanfreat jand.  That sestisa ] D=3
i

242
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Cceanfront land suitabple for recreational usz shall be :
srotected for resraational us2 and develspment unless
present and fareszeable future demand for public or
commercia) recreational activities thae ecould be
accommodated on the property 1% already adeguataly provided
fer in the ares, _
-3
In the draft zonsistency datermination, the Navy concludes that Secticn 30227
of the Coastal Act does not apply becaus2 the property is not sceanfront
land. The Commission staff disagrees with this conclusien. The preject sits
iz lsocated 200 fzet from the bay on historic tidelands. Oniy 38 road sxists
bagween the project site ang the bay. In rmv1°w*ag past projects, the
Cemmission has net limited oceanfront laad to arpas 1mmed1ate?y adjacent t2
the shoreline, Therefore, the (emmizsion staff bzifeves that the project site
should be considered as oceanfront and the Navy must evaluate the project for
consistency with Section 302271 of the Coastal Act. N
-The Commissinn staff bellevet that the project sheuld be designad o improva j
1iz use of the site by maximizing the amcunt of oopen spaca. Twe of tha
. :rnatives considerad in the £I5, alternatives & and F, include signifizant
~ameunt of open space. Even though the Commission staff recognizes that mesy
cof the alternatives would spen up the site for publiic use, the constructien of
“high rises on this site may conflict wifh the need %o protect the property for G-
recreaticnal uses, #However, the develapment of 2 large open=space araa may
mitigate the impact of development of the site f“* nop—-recraational wses. The
staff weuld consider recommending that the Commizsion Concur with 2
consistancy dztarmination that 1nc1uues ncn—recreatﬂena1 develgpment, if the
Navy demenst=ztes that present and future demand for coastal recreation is
21readv adequately provided for in the ares or would be provided by the 3
aproposed recroational uses of the property.
F1na1?y, on page 4-11% of tha {IS, the Navy congludes that park facilities in )
the area would not be affscted by the project, because it dees ngt incliude any
residential units. The Commission staff disagreﬁs #ith this conclusion.
Since the sropossd project would replace zn existing office building and
warshouse with twe high-rite office Huildings &na wwe high-risze hoiels, the O3
projact weuld ingrease the number of pesple viziting ihis part of 3an 0d23e
Sz2y. It i3 rezssnalie ¢ zsiume that theze zassie would use 2xiszting
recreatisnal facilitdzs in the 2r2a dyring there visit. Thus, the prejesi
would place 3n additiona’l bdurdsn on sxisting recreatisnal fasiligdes in tinsz
aras, ! -
COASTAL-DBERPENDANT ALTIVITIES
. tion 30233 of th2 Lpastal Act identiiiaz coazzai-dedendent and -
stal-ralated dsvelonment as priority usas of pgeanfrent Jand.  The sectien [
provides that: i -3
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PAGE 3
SUNE 8, 1930

Coastal-degendent developments shall have priaricy
over sther doyelopments on or nhear the shoraline. CExcept
2s araovided elsewhere in this division, zoastal-dependent
develepments shall not De sited in a.wetiand., When
apprapriate, ceastsl-related developments should be
accommodated within reasonable proximity to the
cogstal-dependent uses they support.

+ien 301071 provides that:

W
L
(33

"Coastai-dependent developmens or use® MesAS any
deveicpment ar use which reguires 2 site on, or adjacent
tc, the sea to be able to fFyncticn at 2)).

Secticn 30101.3 provides that:

"Coastal-rel

ated developmeni® means any use that is
dependent on a CGasta

1-dspendent development or use,

The two atternatives considered in the consistency determination inciude the

cnstruction of twos office buildings and ¢ws hetels Since the hotals are
v151+cr serving uses, they praovide seme re:reatxana; henafit, Thus, they may
he considared 2 high priority use. FHowever, the Commission staff {g concarfed
that toth the Naval and private office buildings are not soastal-depsadent or
soastal-related, and thus they may not be High pricrdizy uses for 4his
arzperty. In order for the Commissicn to find that thess office buildings are
coasistent with the COMP, the Navy must demoastrats tha¢ these uses are 2ither
rcastal-dependant or ccastai-rzlated {ses Ssctions 30107 ang 30101.3 of the
toastzl Act for definitions of ceastal-dependent and coastal-related
leveilopmenis). Since it is unlikely that either of these buildings ctan be
fefined 25 coastal-dependent, the Mavy must demonstrate that both of these
yuiidings are toast2l-relazad, If the Wavy cannot demonstrate that these uses
172 cpastai-related, the proposed uses may stiil be consistent with the
.sastal Agt 1Ff the Navy can show that thers are no appra;r"auu coastal-
Izpendent or coastal-relatad uses for this property.

LTERNATIVES

:

he @rongway Complex oroject has bean dasigned to allow For the zonstrusiion
F Maval Qffice space 2t 1ittle or no o3t 22 the Navy. In order to
coompiish this goal, tha Mavy weuid j2a3% the property <5 & privete gavaloper
& construct the itwe notels, the private offjecz building, and the Mavy pffdics
yilding., Tha 2¢ans@iz return From the hoseds and the arivale offize 3uiliding
'ould enable the deveioper to construct the Maval office 3uilding 2z littie or
S Ccost 15 the Navy., Tais meshod of Sonsiruction 3ppears I Sncourage 3
enzity of ds v°1cgﬂe1, that is h*c”-r then necassary 1o supper: Milizary
gtivities, Tﬁﬂ Commizsion staff is concerned that This project may be 3
recedent far high density military/private dzveliopment on urban watarfronis,

h2 Commiszsion staff pelievas that ithe Mavy should consider reducing the
ensity of the development in order ic emphasize recsreaiicpal uses in a manner

43
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)

53¢ is consistent with surrounding development. The Mavy should a2valuate a —
scaled down aiternative that includes some privats develepment and 2 greoater
contripution of federal funds by the Nevy. That alternative weuld s211] allow
the Navy to have {ts office spasz 2t less than full cost and would improve

recreationa) yses of the area.

O
o

| —

If the range of ‘z1ternatives is iimited to those that have been identified in
the draft EI3, then the Commission statf believes that the Mavy shoyid give
additienal considzratisn tz alternative F. Tne alsernatives evaluated im the
consistency determinaticn sre limited o alternmative A, which includes 7.9
acras of open space, apd aiternative 8, which inciudes 0.5 acre of open

space., Howevar, alternative F, as dascribed in the EIS, includes 3.5 acrzs of
epen space, That aliernazive would allow for mors open spac? by reducing the
number of high-rises from four buildings to three. That altarnative would
maintain the same amcunt of sgquare footage as aiternative A4 because the height .
of the remaining buildings would Be increased. -3

A g3
recres

=Y

the Csastal Act encourages The maximum azmount of public
the watarirent arsazs. Alternetive F would crezate 2 lar

7
&
i

i v

¢ e

T =]

q 19 . angd thus. increaaze the amount of recreaticnal cpportunitie
5. . de 2 project. I aopears that 3lternative ¥ was not chossen as
prafsrr rrazive, because the increasesd helght of three remaining

buildings would incrzas2 ¢he vizual impact of %the projecs

stafi believes that the Mavy should reconsider ¢hat altarnative because the

increase 1n height and greater visugal impact may be mitigazed by the reduction

in the numbar 0f buildings. Ia addition, that alternative does not dnclude a

building devoten entirely to commercial office vse, ang thus that alisrnative

mav have lazs conflicts with the publdic trust sasement and Sectisne 30221 and

30255 of the Coastal Act.

&
¥

., The Ceommiztian

COST

L3
is to0 allaw %2 construction of Maval office space at )
Navy., I tne coastai-dependent szction of the Navy's ¢

etarmination, the Navy argues that thag privags of

iy LE0

¥y W

i3Tent -0

b

L%

2l Feasipility.

L}
[ B

0 owE oF D
¥ By )
oy

Vil
S N

trats thai tha twe hotels and the private office spasz are
&ry 1o fund tha Mavy office spase,

D11
. 2. Lan ihe Mavy coeatridute Federsl funds o raduce tne inlensity oF
2ve] or eliminaze tha asn-priority uses?

L A

3. Will the projsct remadn f2aziple 1F the srivate office fuilgiag i3
not sens3rusted?

245
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P

3, g1
not

the project remain feasible if the private office building is
ot to

constrycted?
4. [s there syufficient demand for the proposed private dazvelopment_in
the San Disgo arss?

5. [¢ ¢he City of San Diege does not contriputs money to the project,
can the Navy stil} develop alternative A or F and consider the
increzse 10 o5t as mitigation for intensity and non-prizsriy
development issues?

ESTUARTNE RESDUREES

On page 4-131 of the EIS, the Mavy states that:

The praject site contributes urban runoff to thiz arsa
through storm water flows that zzit the sitz viz2 storm
drains that empty into the bay, Although not conclusive,
it ean be assumed that runeff from the site do2s not
substantially affect the marine habitat of San Diege Bay
because the habitat value in this area 1s considerad rich
and diverss

nabitat in the ares is considered rich and diversa, why does
hat the urban runoff wouid not be significant? The

ces not believe that the Navy should make this assumpiion.
2ject would increase urban runsff in 2 manner that

tt3 the estuarine habitat, then tha Navy sheuld mitigazs

1]
~t
o -y € 7 D

LCCAL CDASTAL PBOGRAM

The Local Lcastal Program (LEP) for the City of San Disge has teen
intorperated into the LCMP. While Chapter 3 of the foastal Act remains the
cubstantive standard for evaluating federal projncts, the LLP provides
guidance far int raretirg Chaptar 3 policies in 1ight of local circumstances.
Therefora, the Navy's consistancy determination should include an analysis of
the groject's consistency with the relevant porgiens ef the LEP.  The

Commizsion staff 4: martdisularly zzacerned adoyt <he or je:t“ sonsizisncy
with the Transportation poiicies 2f the LEP. In 41%s coasistency
gatzrminatizg, the Navy shouls iaclude an analysis of tae p*j“ec: 3 ipgividua)
and cumulstive traffic impacis and their consistency with the Ceatry ¥t
seament of the Iivy of 3am Disqe’iy LCP

2-d6

C-11
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again thank you for the gppertunity to comment on tne draft
the propesed project. IF you have any

consistency determinakion for
questisn

s, please contzel Jim

Raives the Commission stafé,

b
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o . i John 5. Dovies ~iRECIONS
225 Broadway Centrs City o socions

it 11@ PﬂFSIDENT . ! ter
Son Diego. Caifomia 92101:5074 gz:;:;z?: o o GiR o P e ellc
619/236-7101 Philip C. Bicir
SECRETADY | '
Janay P Kruget Pamela M. Hamiiton
TREASURER EXECUTVE VICE PRESTENT
Lo g N ak VA - R
h b b bd . oy acs
e by b 4 &
e b &0 & &
Ju S
wne 13, 195¢C .
Leaae
Mr. Louis Misko
Directer of Planning
Officer in Chargs
BROADAY/NAVY COMPLEX
555 West Beach Street, #1101
Z2an Diego, CA 82101
Subject: Irtersecticn Configuraticoms - Pacific Highway
Dear Mr. Misko:
My understanding of the preferrad configuration of the straets
intersecting Pacific Highway. including "E", 3Broadway and
"C" street as illustrated on page 4-87, i1s that no double
left-hand fturn movements from Pacific Highway onto
intersecting s+treets have been recommended. Cenversely,
in  the svent that 2 full twe bloek plaza iz zresatsed at the
terminus of Broadway, double left~turn lanes are rsccmmendad
at the intersection of Broadway and "C" streets zs illustratsad
on page 4-68.
With respect +to northbound traffic on Pacific Eighwavy, I
recemmend against a right-hand turn at the intersection
cf Broazdway. I also guestion the need to provide a double
left-hand turn £rem Broadway, southbound onto Pacific Highway.

Thesz rzcommendations will negatively impact the design
ite improvements adjoining the proposed development
Santa Fe2 Center on the south side of Breadway and
the <£future development of the Santa TFe Properties located
on the north side of 3Broadway.
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Louis Misko oo bdd
June 13, 1996 b o b 4 &
Page 2 L L4
I I I
For this 2ason, I =am anxisus that the
improvements balznce the trzffic needs of the
adjoining development with the street as an
landscaped entrance to the City and watzarfront arsa
1 would appraciate your response o my conceras in
of the draft EIR for the B adway Complex.
=
Al
MAX SCEMIDT
ASSISTANT VICE PRESIDENT
c.
/it
cgos | Mike Stepner
Allan Holden
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mental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCIA), as
amendad in 1986; and the Toxic Substances Contrel Act (TSCy).,
Detailed comments ars provided in Encleosure 2.

k)

e

o

2 aprreciats: the opportunity to cozmment on this DEIS. Pleasa
send us thres copies of the FEIS when it 1s offizially £iled with
the EPA’s Washington, D.C. 2ffice. If veu have any cuesticns,
plaase call nme at 4£415-356-63383 or have your staff contast Mz,

David Temsovic at 415-53£5-5093.

E

-

s

-

3
Deznna M, Wigman, Dirsctor
o e &f Extermzl Affalrs

Enciosures: 2 (EIS comments; EIS rating shaet)

cc: San Diege Rir Pollutiorn Contrse
Regional Water fSuality Coritrol Boax
City of Sar Diego Planrnimg Dep

>
b3
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wirenment2l Impact of the Acticn Encloscre 1

Io—Tack of Chjections A
The ETE review nes oot identifisd any potzntial enwirommentzl impacts requiring
substantive changes to the propesal. The review my have disclesed cpportimities for
application of mitigation messures that cmuld Pe acommplished with no more than minor
chances to the propesal.

EC—hyirorpental Copcerns

The EB2 review has idencified envirommental impacts that should be avoided in order to
fully protect the enviromment. Orvective measures may recuire changes to the prefsrrad
aitermative or application of mitigation measurss that can reduce the epvirommental impact.
EE would like to work with the lead agency to rsduce these impacts,

o——Envirormental Chijscriops :
The EPA rev-eow has identitisd significant envirommentsl impacks that must be avoided in
crdar o orovide adequate protection for the envimmment. Corrective measures may reglirs
substantial changes to the preferrad altermative or considerafion of scxe cther project
2ltemanive (irclufing the no actien altermative or 2 new aliernztivel. E2R intends to
work wirh the lead agency to reduce these impmacts, ‘

BTy mompenttal 1w Unsatisfastory
The EPA review has identified adverse envizormental impacts that ars of sufficient megni-
tude that thev arz umsarisfactory from the standroint of envirommental quality, puwolic

—a“

health or w=lfare. EPA intends to wozrk with the lead agency to raduce these impacts., I
rhe ootential unsatisfactory ispacts are not corrseted ar the final EIS stage, this
sre—esal will fe reccompended for refarrzal o the Council on Envirommental Qualicy (CERD.

Adeduacy of the Trmact Soatsment

Bly aveilable to the projest oF
t the raviewer L=y Ssuoggest

The draft FIS does not contein sufficient informmtion for ERR to fully assess envizommentsl

e

P —
izmasts that should be aveidad in order to fully pratect the enviromment, or the EZA
revigewar has {dentified ney reascnebly awailabls altacmazives that are xithin the spectmam
of altsmatives analyzed in the dzaf EIS, which cold recice the envirommental impacts of
the acticn. The identified additicnal informstion, daktz, analysss, or dismesicn sheuld be
inciizied in the fimal EIS.
Caracory 2—-Inadequats
CEA does not belizve thar rhe d-zfy 8I2 adaguataly assesses potsntially significent

o
jrormmocal impachts of the action, © {izwer has identifisd now, reascnably

2OViTO or the EF: Tevi

avaiisble alfsrtatives that ars cutside of the spectnm of altsmarives anzlyzed in Wa
o e : : - ; A T
Craft EI5, whnich should Pe aralyezed in czder to radice the portantially significant enmizdd:

mental macts. EFA beliaves thaz the identified additvicnal Informatisn, dazs, anaiyses, of
Lsemsions aze of suoh a rmgnitcde thet they shordd bove Aull pudlic ravies at a &o=ft
stage, EFA dces not belleve that the draft TIS is zdequate for the purposes of the NEFA

LN

EFA
- g - s . . = - -1 2o - - - - ]
and/or Section 203 review, and thus she’d be fomelly revised and made aveiiabla for oDLIT

comrent in a supelamental or revised dxeft EIS. On the tasis of the potential sigpificent

Irpacrs inwolved, this proposal oonld b 2 candidate for referral to the CFQ.

SFrom: EBR Memua o LU49, "Eolicy and Procedoras for the Ssview of Federal 3ctions Iopacting
che Invizonmeni,® - '

Adnnread e EPi, Oct. 1934
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EPA _to Na Broadwayv Complew Proect, oi and count? of San

pieco, California - Draft Enviroamenta) Impact Statcment (DETI).

.’ logura 2. Jone 19%40.

HN 1oe
CENETRAL COMMENTS = WATER CONSERVATION 435 Jun e

The DEIS states that "None of the zltermatives would sig-
nificantly affect the ability of the City to provide water
service; therefors, nc aitigation measurss are necessary¥ (DEIS,
page 4-121). We urge the Navy and the City cf San Diegec to use
this oppoertunity to develop a facility that is a medel for watar
conservaticn. We recemmend yeou considezr adepting a bread range
of pmitigation measures to reducs the amount of water which the
propased project would consume, sspeclally for its operaticnal
mhase. Examples of water copservation measures include: :

£ installaticn of water-saving showar heads cor flow restrictors

in €he hotal rocms, R

# installation ¢f water conservaticon features on toilets,

* pexiodic checks for leaks in pipes, heses, faucets and

couplings,

# planting drsught-resistant Tress and plants for landscaping

fzatureas, )

# use of efficient sprinikiiers or drip systems rather than hand

watering of lawns, tress and plants, - _

* use of "gray water®™ to waiter lawns, plants and shrubs, 228

= watering vegetation after dusk or before sunrise to raduce
._, seraticon, especizlly durinc kot months. '

n

ATT OTALITY — CITAN ATR ACT

Alr Basin is desigrated as 2

as the DEIS notas, the Szn Diage

nonatitainmpent area for saverzl poliuvtants. Tk western hald of
the Basin is desicnated as nonattainment of state and natioma
carbom mencxide standards and state nitrogen dioxids siandards?®
{BETS, page 4-1535). 3Because <f this, ths Navy and the City

=
2 every fsasible effort to ansure that proposed
ies do not rasult in further detericratisn of air
r basin under both the Faderal and stzts Clzan

1
skhould undertak
F
o

S|
H
(8]
(W8
1
0
rt
1
Q
ct
'J-
<
l_l .
|.4m [D
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guaiity in the a

aa F e
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W2 suppert the adopticn of the twe mitigatich measures to raduce
the project’s air guality impacts: fugitive dust control during
constructisn and long-term air emissions reduction througkh =z
Trzval Demand ¥anagement (TDM) program (DEIS, pages &-172 and
£=173} . Te esncsourage tha Navy and thas City £ ceommit to adoption
oZ 2l the TDM elapsnts Identifisd in the DEIS, izmcluding
fimproved transit uss through bether saervice and ascessikility,
incrzased ridesharing through provision of reserved zarpool
spaces; and devalopment of shaved parkinmg through 2 miw of lznd
usas™ (DEIS, page 4-61). 7= encourage the MNavy and the Cigy T2
work clesely with the San Diege 2ir Pollution Control Distrist
¥~ the life of the preiesct (constructicon/operation) toc szsurs

.' : it does not contribute to deterisration of San Diego’s alir
S guality. ‘




AS AMTNDZD BY S

MENTS AND PRAUTEQRIZATION ACT (CERCIA/SARA) 15 JUN 1200

ember 1323 scoping lstter to the Navy raquested that the

L)
v
jw)
®
7]

=
£Is identify potential teoxiss contamimatisn and centain toxics
mitigatiocn. Wa appraciate the chapter that discusses potential
toayics contaminaticn and the mitigaticn which the Havy will adept
ts reduceselininate impacts To public health and the environment.
We remuest that the towics mitigation idantified in the DIIS ke

adopted in £ull by the WNavy in ifs FEIS and Record eof Decisicn.

Tt appezars likely £rom several statsmen that CZRCLA hazazrdous

substances, pollutants ¢r contaminants present onsite.

Examples includs ths ®cily surface spil cutside Building 106:

Shigh acidity® 4us o sulfuric acid previcusly stored in Puilding

105; and “higher than normal lavals of scome priority pellutant

metals™ in soil saaples (DEIS, pages 4=214 and £-215);. The FEIS
1 ey

iV}

should clarify whether any such materials ares present. If they
ares presant, the salacticon of 2 ramedy by the Havy would nead to
ZFollow the process saf forth in CERCIA and the Naticnal Ceontin-
gencoy Plan (HCD), including a repedizal investigation to detsrmine
the extent of CERCIA khazawdous substancas contaminatisn, a risk
assessxent and an ecolegical assessmand,
We agrse with the conelusicn iz tThe DEIS that ceverzl greas
reguirze mors invastigetien to determine the eyxtent of toxics
ccntanination and o idantify azprosrizte rzmedial woxrk (DEIF,
page 4-IZ16j. AN lesast four arszas have Hsen Idantifisd:
* g sourcs oI black, bydrocarben-dissgicrzd soil ancountersd in
trrae hand-zugurad Derings peax uilding 7,
* a formarT dafardons wasis storege arsa lscoated in Builiding 38,
* =pil arcund the forklife azea, and
* 0ll with lighting ballastz and transformers with potential 2CB
concentraticns. If high goncentraiions az-e found, ramediatien
would De racaommendad to reduce future consits soails contanination
{pag=2 4~=-218).
W2 rmaguest that tha Navy clozaly cosrdinats its Brooadway devalop-
ments witkh © 1ifornia Department of Bealth Sexvices, the
Ragicnal 3l ity Contrel Beard a2nd loczl health anmd
s2nvire: 2asies to snsSure Shat the prorpesed project is not
im con ith Federzl or Stats envimcnmental resterztion

:

W
}'{I
4
:

f£ind any didtuasisno
zardous materials s
o

> -

n _

2 defiz ar aTal RCRA and/or Stats

i 2x . wWhich The Brcadway Proischt may use o
genzrats. The projest’s sonstruction may gaererats a vavisty of
cazardsous wastes {2.g., ignit2bklz paint wastes a2nd spent
solvents) . Hazardous wastas oY be genarazted Jduring the
Froject’s cperationszl phass fraom bote)l laundromat/dry cleaning

Kol

I
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25 JUR S
operations and otkher actions such as landscaping cperations
{pesticides). We reguest that the FEIS identify the types and

nated guantities of bazZardous waste which may e generated
._ .ng construction and cperation.

ation. We sncourage the Navy and the

2. Hazardous Waste Minimiz
2ity to make hazardous waste aminimization, as reguired by ths

1984 RCRA amendments, an integral cemponent of the Broadway .
oroject in both ceonstruction and coperation. Hazardous waste

pinimization should be included as 2 mitigazion measirs in the
rZISs and ROD. =
3., Recveling, The DEIS states that, "As no significent impacts 7
-c solid wasts would result from any ©f the altermatives, no
pitigztion measures ars necessary” (sags 4-128). EPA is vary
roncernad with the nation’s sclid waste problem, including the |
szchlens associztad with siting new sanitary landfills and/ox
sermitting alternatives such as incinerators, Raecycliing reduces
The need for raw matarials and helps to conserve natural
rescurces. It halps te minimize landfill use and extand the
wpeched 1ife of existing sanitary landfills.. We thus encourags
he Navy and the Clty te vigorously pursws 2 program to recyclie
i0lid wastes, especizlly paper, glass, plastics and 2luminum
ians.  We recommandé that 2 scolid waste racyeling program be
necluded as 2 mitigation messzsure in the FEIS and ROD. |
:. Sglid Waste Marvacament Tnits (SWMUs) /Cor—estiws Agthisn,

-

. SEIS should discuss whether any RCRA SWMIs zze located

nsite, Yarious itute RERRB !

Z .
scurces of contaminatian mzy zonst
WMUs (2.g., Building & hazrardous waste =t =

e

o
o
: 14 P A . = - 3 8 =
‘erkiifo/drun storage arsa, contaminated s

O

£ the Navy determines that RCRL SWMTs are onsi g
hould discuss whether the proposed praojsct could z2ffact RCRR
L ) -

iorractive actions onsite or at

-
ke DEIS (pags 4-222) notes that fluids in transformers and cther :
lectrical units will be tested by tha Navy zrisr to construction

& determine if the fluids contain PCB=. If PCRs are foumd, the

avy will dispose cf the fiuids and the units at an zpprovad

aste disposal fagcility. We raguest that the FEIs zddérsss the

CB spill cleznup policy reguirements undser 40 CFR 751.220 of ths

CB reguilztions, daveloped undsr autherity =f $he TICR. The FZIs
nould note that the removal and disposal of PCE-contaminatad ,
aterials is governed 1ndsr The TSCA, ' -

#

2-57
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
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NAVY BROADWAY COMPLEX PROJECT
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PANEL MEMBERS

CAPTAIN WAYNE GCODERMOTE

Officer in Charge, Western Division

Naval Faczcilities Enginesring Command Detachment,
, Broadway Compiex

555 West Beech Street, Suite 101

San Diego, California 52101-2837

W, M. EQBINEON, JR.

Executive Director

Western Division

Naval Facilities Engineerinmg Command Detachment,
Broadway Complex

855 West Besch Street, Suite 141

&ar Diego, California 52101-2837

CURTIS E. ALLING, AICP

Vice President, Environmental Servigces
2330 Red Hi111 Avenue

Sarnta Ana, California 82708

LIZUTENANT COMMANDER JAMES C, HAUG, CEC, USN
assistant Cfficer in Charge

westerm Division :

Mavail Facilitiss Enginesring Command Desiachment,

l_aC\
Erocadway Commlex
£33 West Beech Strest, Suite 14513
gan Diego, California 22101-2837
LOUIR MISKED, Director of Planmning
Cfficer in Charge, Western Division
Naval Facilities Enginesering Command Detachment,

Eroadway Complax

E£55 West BeacCh Sirest, Suite 101

san Diego, LCalifernia §2101=-2837
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ATTENDEES:

T

RORERT BROMS

Mesa Collsge, Architecture Department
2050 Emerzld, Number 5

tan Diego, Californmiz 921909

LoU CONTI

The Gsorge Hyman Construsticen Company
300 South 2pring Streest

Les Angeles, California 30013

STEVENM DE SALVO

8an Dizgo Tribune

53¢ Camino De La Reina

an Diego, Caliifornia 82110

n ¢

DANIZL JACOBS .

Albert C. Martin & Associates
211 West Seventh Street

Les angeles, Califernia 90017

MIRIAM KIRSHNER

City of San Diggo, Planmning Department
202 C Street, Fourth Fioor

San Diege, LalifTornia 22101

AWRENCE €. MCHMSERRA

Ty Architect’s OFffF
5 8 3trzet, Suice Z

n Diego, Califormia 92101

-~

(7 e X

SINGLETON

eenwich Drive
ago, Lalifornmia 82122

~1 (1)
I

DON wCOD :

C-3 and The Bayiront Cealitien
4833 L=ze Avanue

La Mesa, California 22041

Z0B BREWSTER

Turner Lonstruction

550 West C Strsex

3an Disgo, Caiifermia 32101




ATTENDEES: (cent’d.)

JAN CHARLES
Box 14001
San Diego, Califarnia 82114

COLLEEN CROMIN
National Safesty Associatss
7710 Balboa, Suite 248E

San Diege, California 82111

DEBBIE HUGINS

National Safsty Associates
7710 Balbeca, Suite Z18E
San Disgoe, California 82111

GARY JAKQBS
Michael Brandman Asscciataes
2530 Red Hi111 Avenue

Santa Ana, Californiz 8270

in

LIBEUTENANT KELLY MANNING
Naval Supeply Canisr
337 NortTh Harbeor Dri
San Diegeo, Califernmi

e

GARY SIMON
4475 Grangsr 5t
Szn Diegeo, Talid

"WILLIAM UMSCHEID

2111 Umscheid & Associages
4220 La Tiera Drive
Oczanside, California 22055
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Note: Provided below is public festimeny commenting on the Draft EISéo

The Navy's presentation of the project elements, pages 5 through 21 of
this transcript, rapeats the contents of the Oraft EIS, s0 1snot included
hera.

Our first speaksr will be Collezn Cronin.
PRESENTATION BY M3, COLLZEN CRONIN
NATIONAL SAFETY ASS0CIATES -

ME. CRCNIN: Geood svening ladizs and gentliemen, my
name is Cclleen Cronin: I'm a2 sales coordinater with a
company called Naticonzal Szafsty Asscciztzs. We're Tecatesd at
7710 Balboa, Suite 218%, 3an Disgo, California S21114.

Qur primary focus i3 envircnmental products,
specifically water and air filtration systems. As you ars
probably aware, there is a growing concern zbout the guality
of our indocr air.

We offzar a soiution to this problem. Ws have an air
unit which removes 85 percsnt of these indopor éontaminants
down to 0.1 mizrons.

This includes smoke., pollsan, gdust, spores, gases,
cdors, 2bout half of 2711 known viruses and all bactaria,

Arsgas of zpplicaticn might be rooms with blusprint
machines, computer rooms, lounges, ;oogly vantilated reooms,

and areas with high concentrations of smplioyeses,

OUr units arz very energy afficisnt cecsting only

cennies a day to oszrata,  Most 1m;ortan;fy, cur units have
an ungprecsdanted tThree yaar warranty. ¢

IT¥ used progeriy, these filters should greatly reducs
your empiovyes absentasism dus to i]lnessas contactad av tha
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work place, better known as, sick building syndrome.

-

W2 alsg offer 2 variety of water filtraticon systams
dzsigned o remova chlerine z2nd chlerine compounds. Cur
units cemsist of 2 gramuizsr activatad carben filter which is

imoraegnated with silver tc prevent bacteria from growing

within the unit.

Approximately one third Caltifornians
drinking bottled watar and ars gaying anywhesre from 25 cents
to $1.50 per galian. quality water
three cents a galien.

One of our newest

cooier; 1t nas a2 lzase~to-own ophicn, which most sompaniss
do mot offer. AL Lhe end cof thras years., cassd on the R
number of coclerz needec, you could titerally szve thnousands

of dotlars in this arsa alona.
AdZitional hidden cests with other companiss include
cottle storages, leoss of emplovee tim2 to change bettles, and

interruptions from bottle delivery. system alleviates

problsms.,

Py}
LNess

I want te thank you for the cpportuniziy to

srassnt our
croducts to you, and w2 jook forward no working wWith vou
Thank vyou,
¥
CAPT ., CGOODERMOTEZ: Thank vou vary TLch.
Mr. Wood, -

//
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PRESENTATION BY MR, DON WCOD
C~3 AND THE BAYFRONT COALITION

MR. WOCD: My name is Don Wood; we've Lbeen working

together for I don't know how many years now on this, hers
at the original public charrettes that the Navy held wnen
Bruce Boland was the Admiral,

we’vs been involvad im the waterfront for a2 Tong time:
-3 i3 repra2sented on the Broadwzay Lomplisex Coorﬁin ?ing
Group, and alse hag resressntation on the Canter City
Flamning Committee.

We're going tc be providing writien comments, but I
thought i want Lo get a few 2nts the record, sspecizaliy 1€
this turns cut td o3 the only pubiic hearing 2ssociztsd with
the EIR,. ' : - MR

We acpizud the Mavy Tor an active =2ffort to invoive
The community, get cemmunity input, zand provide sublic
review of this project. I'm sorry we don’t have mors ceopls

?

down heres fenight. It's zsritainiy a breath of Trash asir

compared to the Navy HMosoital fiasco in Balbeca Park, I
think its besn a mare opposite to that; and I want tb thank
Wayne and 2 Tot of his staff for <that behavior.

We anplaud ihat the proposals naving o ds wigh

- = : - - - Y - - o -
opening 2F the 225t Lo west streets tharougn the sit2.

We think that’s vary oositive and we csrtainiy support

.



[3n

[4]]

m

18
19
20
21

22

)
FL%

23

the park oropesal to put Brozdway included in I peliave

altarnative F.

We Rhave some concerms I'¢d like to see addresszd in the

final £IR. We suppcrt what you'rs trying %S do sc far,

Wa're s£i1] wrestliing with, how does this prejact sst a

(L]

.

precedent for the Tanmgd between Pacific Hishway and Harbor
Drive.

Mow do we support this proposal, arnd scme of tﬁé
heights oroposed on some o2f the buildings here, and yst theg
refuse to support or cppesz Port projects being proposed on
sites on ti;e?gnds property north of Broadway.

We're trying to set up seme =quity and we're rzalizing

this 13 a precedent, and 3o we want to work with the Navy

7]

and other interssted parties to wry arnd g=t some clsar
agresment ¢n how this is going tc te, aspecially sincs the
Sort has not agreed to abﬁde by the BCCGE Qroposals, or Lne
design standards.

What is the potential impacts on the site related to
the recently repert2d in the paper the Mission Bay fault,

wnich runs down runway 21 at Lindbergh Figld, through it

Tocks 1ikz the Solar s3its, the County Administration Cantar
and the Santa Fe& site,

Do2s that fault run under or m2ar ThAis site? What ars
the potaniial impacts of an szringuaks aleng tne fauli?

Whnat would ths impact on this site 2e? WwWhat sisps zrs being

kB-1




showing the =2ast side front of the project, and trying, if

antify those potantial impoacts due to the
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potential sarthguake? What mitigaticns propess to aveid or

relates to Pacific Highway., We've seen a lot of ghetos, or

B

to see 2 schematic or z2n illustration, or a concspt drawing

this is possibie, to relats it Lo projsects on the west side
of the Pacific Highway.

And T realize that the Navy dossn’t have a crysial

)

bout what CCOC and %fthe City is geing to al

east side. We would lTike itz ses how Zhis complex rslates o

Pacific Highway north and scuth, and how ths ezst side of

point, other cgncerns will be brought up i our writisn

comments. And we thank you for your time and your

eccoperation and help on tre oroject.

CAFT. GOODERMOTE: Thamk you. 1 zppreciats your

cooperaticn and suDpert, ang your patisncs in working wioh

us ., #
Jne comment on vour commanit, 1T I may. Really I think
thnat the purpese of that four y=2ar proczess with the 2roadwsy

lot of ovérheads of the building from the west, I'd like HB-4

(4]
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Complex Coerdinating Group under SANDAG was to really work

.-h

cut the interface of our project with surrounding projects.

Anc realily I.think thaz was the intent in the mlan

r

B - - ’ ' s a = -
ne Torm of the fentrzi Bayfzoni Desicn

48

L - 2
A8T Came JUde Th:

cuidslines, that came Torih on Lhe 22nd of Begptember oFf last
yaar,

Thank you veary much. Anyoedy £1sa that has any
coﬁhehts?

Well, this concludes the pubiic hearing on the Oraf:
Envircnmental Impact Statement for the Navy Brsadway Complex
preject. I thank each of you Tor attending this evening. I

a

know 1t’s somewihas of 2 nhardsnizc to come cud 2% this hour of
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night, but'I d
Thank you and nave 2 gooc svening.
(Wharesupen, 2%t 7:33 2.m., the above-ariitisd matter

was concluded. i




SECTION 3
RESPONSES TD COMMENTS
In accordance with both the NEPA and the CEQA, responses are provided to each substantive
comment raised on the contents of the DEIS (and, by reference, the DEIR). Responses need
not be provided to commments that strictly state the opinion of the commentator on the merits of

the project or to comzments that do zet address the specific contenis of the DEIS.

3.1

A pumber of issues were raised by several commentators. Provided hersin are responses (o these
comments. Wherever the subject is raised by am individual commentator, the response is
referenced to the appropriate topical response. Topical responses, ars identified as "TRY, followed
by the appropriate number.

A number of comments were raised on the military construction alternative (DEIS Alternative E)
fccusing on two primary issues: -

L Why is the project not being constructed with traditicrnal Congressionally appropriated
military copstruction funding?
Z. Why can’t the military construction alternative concentrate the deveiopment on one

ot tw0 hiccis 2nd allow the rast of the site 10 be developed with other community
uzses? ' :

Milltary Construction Fundimg

- In 1887, the United States Congress passed Public Law 99-661 (see Appendix A of the DEIS).
By passing this legislation, Congress established the objective of obtaining Navy office space at the
Navy Broadway Compiex and to do so utilizing the value of the Navy land through a public/private
veature. Tae current {ive-year defense program comtains no project 1o accomplish the
consolidation of co-iccation of Navy administrative facilities in the Sai Diego area by military
copstruction. In view of current federal budget reductions and the iik=iihood of even more severs
copsiraints in the future, Congress has acknowledged that direct funding is not available for this
oroject by authonizing the project through a public/private venturs,

$hs Mavy Broadway Compiex is not "surpius” property. Retention of the Navy Broadway Complex

site reflects a national defepse requirement to maintain 2 mobilizaticn capability dirsctly adjacent

ihe Navy Pier, which has a direct rail conpection. During pericds of national emersency, the
mobilization apd demobilization of supplies, heavy equipment and weapons platforms with
accompanying personnel becomes a critical factor. The hotel, commercial office, and open space
envisioned for the redevelopment of the Mavy Broadway Complex could be used to augment Navy

" “ace during these pericds. These compiementary uses provide convertible spacs adjacent to the

r, which will remain as a strategic location for staging of suprort personne! and equipment with
the key railwaterfiont linkage.

¥
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]
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Military Comstruction Alternative Desigm -

Even though military comstruction (MILCON) funding of the project is not available, the
alternative of MILCON funding was considersd in the DEIS (as Alternative ) to provide
ecision-makers one measure by which to compare the impacts of the project. P.1. 59861 raquires
that the public/privaie veature development be more advantageous, Le. less costly, to the United
States thap the most econornical military copstruction. As such, Alternative E accurately refledts
the standard of development achievable if appropriated funds were available for use.
Buildings 1 and 12, the two largest buildings currestly locaied on the Navy Broadway Compler,
are retained and rebabilitated in this alternative to provide the maxdmum feasible square footage.
This would leave an unmet need for 148 000 squars feet of oifice o rgach the necessary 1 million
square feet. Thus, an additional cffice building wouid be developed. As shown on DEIS Figurs
3-13, these three buildings would use approzimaiely 1/2 of three blocks each, or approdmately 5.2
acres of the 15.6-acre site. This would leave 10.4 zecres for paricng and other uses.

Ore million square feet of office would create a nesd for 1,230 parking spacss (at 1.23 spaces per
1,000 squarz feet of Navy ofiice). Using NAVFAC Manuai P-8C "Facility Planning Criteria for
Navy and Marine Corps Skors Ipstaliations” {October 1982), a "multiievel pariing garage may be
planned.. .cply where justified by land restrictions and economic considerations. Aliow {360 square
feet) for each passepger vehicle.” Using these standards, 162 aces would be reguired to provide
surface parking onsite. With 10.4 acras not dedicaied to building uses, there would be sufficient
area o provide necessary surfzce paridng on Federal property. As thers would be no land
resirictions of other economic factoms {cost) inhibiting surface parking, 2 mulii-level parking garage
would not be justified Virtually the entire site wouid thersfore be devoted to buildings and
surface paridng. '
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Ags discussed in topical response TR-1, fundieg for the project is not included with
defense program, and, given current and likely future federal budget reductions, Congress {with
the passage of Public Law $5-661) has ackaowledged that the only funding source available for

i S Co reguires that

Por e

this project i3 a public/private venture. The public/private ventur

development of the Navy Broadway Complex inciude compatidle private land vses sufficient to
offset the cost of deveiopment of the necsssary Navy office space. The process of formulating
aitcrmatives for the type and inisasity of development on the site, thersfors, integrated
consideration of compatibility with surrounding develcpment, specific environmental issues and
the finapcial feasibility of potential alternatives.

Tc evaluatz the ecopomic requirsments of the public/private venture, the Navy engaged the firm
of Williams Kuebelbeck & Associates (WH&A)Y 1o make an independent fnancial i
apalysis. A marke?! assessment was performed to determine the potenii
could be developed on the site without adversely affscting the absorpti
pianned in the Centre City 3an Diegn. The markstable develovment progrim was refined from
1 City planning perspective, considering urban Jesign guidelines, massing, viewsnieds, zccess and
traffic, and significantly reducad in ioval scope. The reduced density was further z2nalyzed on 2
financial pro forma basis 1o determine the overall return ffom the commercial land uses and the
residual cash fow and present value attributable to the long term ground lease provided to the
developer by the Mavy, The financial anzlysis tested these cash flows znd values against the

o~
s

estimated construction cost of Mavy office space apd the value of the leased land. The financial

3-2
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. confirmed the amount of development and mix of uses, including commercial office,
necessary to feasibly implement the Navy cbjectives in a manner consisient with Congressional

p¥ L

authorization.

iaeé

uugh a competitive process. The financial analysis performed by WK&A forms the basis of the
government estimate to be used in the evaluation of competitive propesals submitted for award
of the redevelcpment. The WK&A study is therefore proprietary sclicitation informaticn which,
in accordance with federal proccurzment regulations, cannct be published in order io protect the
integrity and competitiveness of the selection process. The selected developer, the WXK&A
financial feasibility study, 2nd the actual financial proposal from the developer are :.LUJect j£e]

review by the Congress, prior {C award, in accordance with the authorizing legisiati

The enabling federa! legislation mandates the selection of the developer for the redevelopment

l.“"i'

~

Alternative B mests many of :1‘19 community planning cb;ect:vhs in terms of density, massing,
urian design, and viewsheds and includes open space. The Ci ty of San Diego, howsver, desires
a farger public open space at B cadway than would be provided by Alternative B. This iarger area

could be ¢ n*bme with adjacent lands owned by the Port Disirict to creaie the significant open
space eovisioned in the Central Bayfront Design Principles and incorporated into the Preliminary
_ Centrs T ;"y Plan a2nd Interim Development 2nd Design Ordinance. The City has proposed that
the Port District cocperate in makmg this additicnal ia-id available and in the i improvement of the’
open spacs. The estimated current cost of the opea space improvements including road
realignments and exisiing building demoliticn is acr:ro)uma-.\.h '$7.1 million.

Post District has not agieed t0 make available the land or fund any of these improvements

...wever, on December 5, 1989, the Deard of Commissioners of the Port District adopied a
Memorandum of Understanding ’MuU} with the City which provides

"Port and City ag 22 tC cooperate in design Of improvements and iderntification of

resources nesded o develop the 51g31ﬁcau- pubiic plaza area at .he foot of Broadway.

\ZU

The parties to this Memorandum agies that it is a commoen objective to creatz a
significant public plaza at the foct of Broadway. The pubiic plaza should consist of
lands made available by the Navy, by the Port, and reduction in the width of Barbor
Drive and closing of Broadway (sw]c"t {o apnropnate studies and reguired public

hearing).

Port and City recognize that Navy may Isguire assistasice to compércats for loss of
Building 1 ar=a as a contribution to the px.bnc placa. Port and City agree to cooperate
in negotiations with Navy to identify acw:‘fable assistance to cffset this loss."

Ir order to obtain tnis larger ooen space, as shown in Altemative A the City has undertaken the
identification of funds for infrastructurs (road and i_mr*scapmv' improvements asscciated with the
MNavy Broadway Complex Project o offset the raguction in densi ify aNG comumensuraie revenue
loss. The current sstimatsd cost of improvements to Facific Highway, Harbor Drive, énd the E,
T, and G 3irset rights-of-way s 381 m milion. This is additionai to the Spen space mp‘ov., ment
2o5ts desciibed above. :

: Navy broadway f‘ompie,, now. generates a0 property of other taxes for the C:’*y The

oropefty iax incremest derived from t‘?e p t= portion of the radevelopment will more than
offset the iotal cost of both the open space and infrastructure improvements as refiected in the

G
s
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fiscal analysis (see DEIS pages 4-141 and 4-142, as revised by response to comment G-27). In
accardance with California redeveiopment laws, the property tax increment from the project is
available to the Redevelcpment Agency of the City of San Diego for expenditure in connection
with projects cf this type. The staff of Centre City Development Corperation (CCDC) {an
advisory body to the Redevelopment Agency) has suggested that the Port District participate in
the improvements to Harbor Drive and E, F, and G Streets because the Port District cwns land
underlyicg Harbor Drive, E, and F Streets and because of the favorable imract of the openifip
of these streets on adjoining Port District waterfront properties, especially the G Street Mcle.
Toe Port District has not agreed o such participation.

The provisicn of on-site parking for the Navy Broadway Complex was addressed in the DEIS
{Secticn 4.2) and in the supporting Transportation Study for the Navy Broadway Complex. The
analysis of current parking demand in the surrounding biocks used 2z industry standard indicating
facilities are effectively at capacity at 90 persent occupancy levels. Off-street lots and structure

withiz 15 minutes’ walldng time from the project site average 74 percent occupancy, while on-
street spaces average 83 percent cccupancy. Thre study acknowledges that one of the largest off-
strzet putlic parking lot facilities iz this area, adjacent 1o the Santa Fe Station, will be removed
upon its development in 1992. Trerefore the long-term parking conditions scénario (at build-
out) focuses on provision of an adeqguate on-site supply and accommodation of 2 portion of
demand in alternative transportation modes.

Standard estimation techniques were -used o forecast parking demand ior the project. The
parking demand totals, without TDM, were based on demand rates that do not consider the
incrsased use of alternative transpertation modes (tramsit, carpooling, skared parking, etc.) that
occurs in urbanized downtown arzas. The parking supply rates for the project wers based cn
surveys conducied oy Wilbur Smith and Associates for typical supply levels provideg in recent
Centre City projects.

Tabie 14 of the Transportation Study addresses the proportion of on-site demand that is projected
10 be satisfied by on-site parking, and by diversion of single-cccupant auto trips to other modes.
Without a TDM program, Alternative A, provides that 80 percent of parking demand will be
accommodated onsite assuming a 15 percent transit mode share; 20 percent of spaces would be
provided offsits. The transit share is a reasonable assumption given that the current average
croporticn of employees in the Centre City who take trapsit to work is 15 petcent, according to
surveys by Commuter Computer, San Diego. This may be‘a conservative estimate for the project
given the availability of two LRT lines in the vicinity of the project.

The addition of a TDM program to the seven project alternatives provides a scenario where the
full parking needs of the project are provided onsite, based on the diversion of a provertion of
trips by aliernative modes. For Aliermative A, 24 percent of office worlkers were projected o
commets by alternative modes. For hotel workers end retail workers, 15 percent of cemand
would be diverted due to alternative mode use. This is alsc a rsasonabie’assumption of the
proportion of employes trips that would be diverizd to alisrnative modes based on current travei
patierns. According 10 Commuier Computer, approdmately 24 percent of all Centrs Cif
empioyess carpoei or artive by aligmative modss. An additional 15 percent take transit, Since
office workplaces ars among the sasisst 10 implement ridesharing programs, the [fuil existing
percentage was used to estimate project ridesharing for office. Much lower percentages wers
assumed for hotel and retail, reflecting the nature of these workplaces.

3-4
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Statewide experiencs shows that federal, state, and local employees achieved ridesharing rates
of 30 percent or mers. For example, survey data for County of San Diego Courthouse efnnioyess
show that less than half drive alone (48 per snt); more than Ralf rideskars or take transit, and the
transit ridership is very high at 3% percent. The above data is copsisient with rates seen statewide
and summarized in the Metropolitan Ma::sporta ion Commuission’s "Commute Alternatives
Program Evaluatz’en“ study {January 1984), which evaluated ridesharing programs in six northern
Caizm"ma counties. The study indicated that standard employer coordination and minimal benefits
resulted in ridesharing levels of up & 31 percent for Contra Cosia County employers.

-The projected mode splits with TDM are intended to provide a r2asonabie forscast of commuter

maodes and the resuiting parking needs for {ypical Cenirs City £S5 ,,.:z ah cases, the mode splits
with TDM are comparabie with e ,us*""g patterns in San Diego and the Central Business Districts
of other major metropolitan areas in California. -

Therefors, the assumption of parking demand reductions due Ha) '”';-.)M are reascnable. They do
not reprosent & stzisment of geaL. for the project, but a reascnable estimate of TDM-related
parking demand reductions expecied for a project of this size, given standard TDM program

- measures. that ars commonly implemented by emplovers in the Cantre City area, accordin ¢ io the

regional ridesharing agency. The listed TDM measures approximate the types of emplovee TDM
program measurss implemented by Cenirs City P'*zpioy:,. . An actual program shouid be tailored
o the employee population and is = specied 1o be coordinaied onsite.

Comments on the EIS which asser? the project is not consistent with the City's oi ann'ﬂg direction
for the waterfront 4o pot appeart ecagr.—:?zs the mcs* r=cant co*ﬂ:r“‘m'*‘y plar. Sifce the release
of the Draft EIS in April 1@“9{}, :he Centre City Planning Committes {CCPC), appointed by the

City Council, has compieted the Preliminary Centrs City San Diege Cu_...z::um’:y Plan and Interim
:}eav.opmem and Desiga Ordinance, Wm dated Juiy 1590, The plan incorporates the Centrai
Baviront Design 9*"*:: that were adopted by the Broadway Complex Cocrdinating Group

{BCCG) in September 1985, The com nmuaiiy plan updates the city’s land vse and development
coticy for the Centre City. The CCPC, Ceatrs C.:;; Development Corporation, and Planning
Commission recommended adoption of the plan and ordinance to.the City Council. Toe City
Council concurred and recently adopted the plan and ordinance (frst reading).

The preiect site is located within the Commercial/Office District of the plan whers professional
ffice, ratail, restzurant, botel, motel, and multifamily or single-rcom rss deﬂt:ai uses are

fiee,
=fngnas::ea inciusicn in ihs disizict is imporiant tc note, because it recognizes the
appropriaieness of the offics, hotsl, and reied] uses proposed for the Mavy Broadway Complex.

he
‘_‘-e des 15 ation as a commercialioifice disirics refiects the importance of the project site 25 2
ompiementary part of the downiown core, rather than 3 Iccation of unplanned competition £
Al wa { ‘e ai ronfrm ey
with the dowmiown. {This is aiso confirmed by the markei-anaiysis
- ~

prepared for the z:raze Piﬁass ge Response TR-Z)
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Cuidance for the i intensity of uses and principles for the urban design of development have been
unified in the preliminary commupity plan ht’-‘ﬂ"zt}r is governed by maximumnm flocr area ratics
("' FAR) designated for cach czt}r block with the highes: intensities in the downtown Core and along
the Broadway spine. For the Navy Broadway Complex the FAR designations are highest next @
Broadway (7.0 oo Block 1) ..nd diminish i the south (6.5 cn Block 2 and 5.:: on Blocks 3 and 43

The urban design gudancu in the waterfont area consists of the Ceniral Bayfront Dwsgn
Principies prepared by the BCCG. The priciples include ObjECtIVM for stepped down intensity
ﬁa.d scale fFom the most intense Eozag the Broadwey corridor to lesser intensities north and scuth
of Broadway, and ¢ cward *he waterfront. A mixed-use ! bayTont is epcouraged. Important public
spaces are recommendad for the bayfront, acluding one at the foot of Broadway, Recommended
straet mpr‘vemc ats L_C;!.Ed the enhancerment of Pacific Highway as the primary vehicular rcute
in the Central Bayfront and extension of the sirest grid through the site for E, T, 2nd G, Sirset.

The Navy Broadway Compiex Project’s preferszd Alternative A was developed in coordination
with the formulation of the Central Bayfon Eas:'n Principles and the preliminary community
' plan. It is comsistent with the FAR ues.gnaaoas for building u:?e._s*t-.r aac with the urban design
guidance for the bayﬁoni with its opening of streets, scaled down buil n°'ghts o the west and
DGLL_ and inclusion of the 1.9 2cre open spece at the foot of nmadfaaw Toe project 5 2 mbed-
use development as directed by the plan, The 1.9 acres on Block 1 would substantially contribute
to the jarge open space desirzd at the foot of Broadway. The continuowus esplanade and extension
of the strest system could be accomplished, 25 needed on the project site. The a,ommu'nty plan
specificaily indicates that it encouragss the development of the MNavy Bruar*wny {Compiex with
propesed commereial offics znd hotsl ues (zage 34 of the plan). The Mavy concucted 2 planning
process for the project and participated extemsively in the Ceatre O :‘:y s}: nzing activities
specifically to “'emda? 2 dﬂveiosme concept that would reflect the City's objectives for the
Centrai Bayfront area. The plenning procsss was "f‘ﬂd cied with substand i opportupity for
public input and numercus discussions with local residents, groups, and agencies.

Representatives of the Office of the State Attornzy General ﬁncf counsel for the State Lands
Commissicn have claimed that language in the deads Fom the of San Diego 1o the United
-Btates conveying the several parcels constituting the Mavy Br Oaﬂw&j Co-zzd.e:: restrict the use of

that property to those uses that can be generally descrived as "m !

i
(‘1

military in pature.” They have
also claimed that the property iz subject 1o the tidelands trust aad cannot be used for purposses
that are inconsisien? with general tidelands trust theorign. Asiorneys for the Navy and the US,
Department of Justice ""au* with the Stai2’s comtentions.

The Navy asserts that: (1) The restrictions of the tidelapds trust wers removed by action
vahmmia Legislaturs in 1925, (2) the de=ds from the City of Sao Diezo 1o the '_;r-‘r-f*
contain ne language of reversion and, the act fimit the Navy v's use of the property; an

{3) siace he ;:mrccr—:d commercia i d a:-* the 'Ha"y Broadway Complex s ic be
= means whershy the ’\lmry wiil obizin oifice

ro
3 S Fma Lt —~ - z fn >
3D2CE, tha o0 fzi‘e deve oﬂme:-\,i is ooregisient witn the deed resirictions the 3taie ciaims oiisl

Since the Siaie Lands Commission letier of December 22, 1968, was writian, thers has besn 2
considerabie amouni of :““w»,unas“ ez betwesn representatives of f,’re 3taie and the Mavy, a5
well a5 a number of mestiags, in 2z M:‘:t t0 a7TIVE at a maz ally sa tory resoiuntion of the

1A —r a P e I
conilioting views., Severa lm aposals for seiflement of the made. All pioposals

l.'.tJ
n
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contemplate that the Navy Broadway Complex project would proceed as pianned. "The latest
proposal of the State Lands Commission staff communicated to the Navy by the California
Attorney General would require the Navy to relinquish a parcel of property-it uses under icng-
term lease from the Saz Diego Unified Port District in return for, among other matters, the
termination of the tidelands trust claimed by the State to exist on those parcels within the Navy
Broadway Complex to be used for commercial office space. Thois proposal was unacceptable to
the Navy because it presently makss intensive use of the leased land.

If the Navy and the State are umable to conclude 2 mutually acceptable settiement of this lega
dispute, 2ny adverse titie claims of the State wiil be extinguished by appropriate court action which
the Navy has initiated by reguest to the United States Department of Justics. However, the
avaluation of alterpatives on an snvironmerntal basis nesd nct await final resciution of the legal

1s3ues.
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Robert 8. joe, United States Department of Army, Corps of Engineers, May 22, 1990

Section 3 of the DEIS describes all of the alternatives being considered for
deveiopment. As discussed and shown in a number of fgures (see for example, Figure
3-4 on page 3-7), no elements of the project are propesed to encroach on San Diego
Bay. No other waters of the United States are on or near the site. See, also, page
4-152 of the DEIS for a discussicn of biclogical resource impacts of the proposed
aiternatives.

Comgliance with Section 106 of the Naticnal Historic Preservation Act has beea
vigerously pursued throughout the planning and ezvironmental process for the Mavy
Broadway Complex Project. The Navy has determined that Buildings 1, 11, and 12
together are eligible for the Naticnal Register of Historic Places as a district under
Criterion C. Other structures and archaeological rescurces have been determined to
nct be eligible fcr the National Register. The State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO) concurred with these determinations in a letter dated October 3, 1989

As fescribed in the EIS, the provosed project would have an-adverzse affect on the
N P Pl

L
i

sligitle resources, so 2 mitigation approach was prepared arnd submitted to SHPO,

with advisement to the Advisory Council on Histeric Preservation, as the basis for a
two-party Memorandum of Agreement (MOA). The MOA was signed by SHPO on

\ugust 14, 1990 and accepted by the Advisory Councii on Histcric Preservation on
August 28, 1990. The MOA between the Navy and SHPO requirss that historic
information from the affected buildings be recorded according o the standards of the
Hlisteric :American Buiidings Survey as mitigation for their alteration or demolition.

(.).)
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Kenmeth W. Holt, M.S.
Services, May 24, 1990

L - v,
B-1. The commentator agrees
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H., United States Department of Hesith and Human

ith the findings and conclusions of the DEIS. No response
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C-9.

Montague D. Griffin, May 25, 1990

"1 DEIS has

n the DEIS as

The commentator’s opinion that sach of the alternatives ¢onsidered |
substantial habilities is noted. These "Habilities" have been evaluated in
environmental impacts,

v-)-

Please see topical response TR-1. o
The financial eésibiii‘y of the project has been thoroughly considered. {See TR-2
However, execution of the oroject will be based on competitive proposals from
develepers. If ﬁhe Prupocais indicate that the project is not feasible, that the
development will not meet z‘ne sez‘ssary timeframes, or that the undert arcmg is nct
as cost-elfective as mm*a; 7 COnSLT =3ct.o;_, then the develcpment will not be undertaken.
The assertion that the projec st the taxpayers more than with MIL "O\I funding

is incomsisient with the Di iS azzd iacks sufficient specific ty to warrant _urther
Tesponse.

“]c.,

e

The commentator’s opinion is acted. FPlease see topical response TR-1.

The commentator’s opinion is noted. Please see iopical response TR-+1.
The sommentator’s opinion is ncted. Please ses topical response TR-1

Tre commentator’s preference for Altemative F over Alternative A is noted. Mo
further response is war*autﬂf‘ '

roject’s i;,.nac or
the DE.‘.S. Th
ental 1o Bayao
fthe D.—‘:,ES on tl“ds

e

The DEIS contains exiensive anaiytical material related to the ;
aesthetics and viewshed. Pleass see pages 4-74 through 4-114
conciusicnary comment izt the project aiternatives are defrin
aesthstwcs fails to's “‘gsest that either the methodeiogy or analysis

issue is inadequate

-t
1

b

J ) ‘ﬁ
(=
rr N’F

Q

The shadows depicted in Figures 4-52 (page 4-112) and 4-53 (page 4-113) accua:s
describe the shadowing ef"e"t of the project, based on sun ancr!es at the s?em c times
poted. The commentator’s disagreement with the cenclusions on page 4-114 with

respect to shading are noted

The water consumption estimates shown on page 4-122 of the DEIS are based on
water consumption rates typical for the uses proposed, as provided by the City of Sa
Diegeo Water Utilities Department. Nevertheless, in view of the generally constrained

3 [ - wn =1, 211 i in ~ ey A b B B )
waisr su ,z:;‘;sjl "h;GLghOu'ﬁ California, the following i3 added o page 4121 unce:
cn

3

fiiiy

PAA 1‘!0
Mitiga

Measures™
"Although the project would not
D“-gu 53 ‘ppiy water servics, ihe

the nroposed D‘G* oi
.L - 4

- o2 s Teine Ftgras w41 5 e ad [T ST S .
ow-Tow shower and faunst Sxiurss wiil be proviced i 2l bulidinga.
1 g %

B

gt
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C-17.

@  Drought-tolerant landscaping will be used on all areas of the site except where
grass-intensive uses (such as in open space areas) are located.

The only "oxic” or "hazardous materials” that would be used on site are these that

are associated with normal cperations of hotels and office buildings. Thae Navy and

project site lessees would be required to compiy with all laws and regulations that

establish the methods and procedures for the use, storage, and dispesal of toxic or

hazardous maierials. .

An evalwation of site geology and geclogic hazards was made in the previous
geotechnical investigation.by Wocdward-Clyde Consultants (1988) (which is included
in the Hirsch and Company report referenced in the draft EIS). Suprplemental
information regarding site geology, seismicity, evaivation of faulting, and liquefaction
is presented in the repert entitled "Additional Geclogic, Seismic, and Gectechnical
Studies. Navy Broadway Complex, San Diego, California,” dated September 5, 1966
and prepared by Woodward-Clyde Consultants. This report is included in this
appendix as Section 4. Additional test borings extending below proposed foundaticn
depths will be requirsd for design level geotechnical ipvestigations, but the current
borings are adeguate for the current planning and environmental level investigations.

While it is true that open space uses may attract and be beneficial to certain bird
species, the iotent of the DEIS is to identify substantial adverse imracs of the
proposed action and provide mitigation measurss and alternatives to 2veid these
impacts.

In ar=as characterized by long rows of tall puiidings and in areas of already high wind
spesd (£.g., Chicago}, 2 wind turnel effect can be created whersby wind is dirscted
through marrow passageways and somewhat accelerated. The project area is not
characterized by these conditicas, especially with respect io wind speeds. As shown
on page 4-155 of the DEIS, the mean wind spesd in the project area is 6.6 miles pes
hour (mgph), and wind speeds exceed 12 mph ornly 10 percent of the time. The site is
adjacent to San Diego Bay, with no major structures between it and the bay ic
accelerate the relatively moderate winds that do traverse the site. The project wouid
have the effect of moderately blecking bay breszes to areas immediately adjacent io
the inland side of buildings, but normal wind fiow would return rapidly, such that it is
approximately the prevailing speed within a block of the site. The oroject would not
nave the effect of substantially reducing breezes 1o residential areas east of Ketiner
Street,

This comment reiterates comment C-8. Please se2 response to comment C-8.

Tte second seniencs on pege 4-147 15 hereby revised 1o read 25 [ollows:

(2
L
0
s
Q

1

E T + p v Py P Tqam -~
2 iz revenuss 1o the cify, as they inchide oniy

"Alternaiives T and
Nayy faeiligies.”

[s

The legend on page 4-208 of the DEIS is. hereby revised t5 indicate that the

description of each identified property is found on pages £-207 and 4-20% of the DEIS.
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Don L. Nay, Port of Sarn Diegs, May 31, 1990

Please see topical! response TR-2 concerning the economics and financing of the
proposed project, as well as possible financing alternatives for infrastructure
improvements. The financing alternatives discussed therein are not inclusive of ail
potential Enancing cptions that may be considered in the implementation of the
project. The EIS assumes that financing for necessary infrastructure improvementssuill
occur. Note that the intent of the EIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of the
proposed project. The financing of the project is not a factor in the extent and type
of impacts that the project would create. If varicus infrastructure improvementis can

not be firenced, and the lack of such improvements result in environmental impacts,

then the findings of the EIS would need to be changed, with such changes disclosed
in environmental documeants circulated to the public.

With respect to the museum, as noted on page 3-6 of the DEIS, up to 55,000 squars
feet of unimproved space would be made available to a2 community-sponscred
organizaticn for a museum. The draft development agreement with the City of San
Diego provides that the organization’s qualifications are to include reasonabie initial
capital and overating reserve requirements.  Public subsidies, if any, would be
minimized. The agreement further provides that if no suck organization is willing or
able to undertaks such a venture, the space would be utilized by the Navy or
publicly-oriented commercial uses. The cost of providing the museum has not besn
determined, but the cost would not alter the potential environmental impacts cf the
project.

Toe Navy notified the Federal Aviation Adminisiration {TAA) that it provosed (o
construct buiidings that would sncroach into FAA-determined imaginary surfaces. It

is the FAA’s responsibiiity to review plans for each new development 2nd to determin
if there would be 2 hazard o air navigation. The FAA considers a number of factor
when making this determinaticn, including existing and proposed (that the FAA has

considersd) buildings that are in the area.

o

wl

As discussed con page 4-221 of the DEIS, the FAA reviewed the plans for Alternative
A The FAA issued a Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation and indicated
the alternative would not adversely affect air navigation. Any futurs buiiding in the
overlay zone would underge the same evaluation by the FAA, including an evaluation
of cumulative impacts. :

The seven study alternatives provide a range of scenarios that allow for the
identification of impacts boih with and without the ciosure of Broadway betwes:
Pacific Highway and Harbor Drive. The potential closure of Bicadway is discussed in
both the DEIS (Section 4.5) and the supporting Transportation Study. Through tnese

- !

- . Sy . - . oo
documents, the DEIS provides 2 comprehensive discussion of the impacts both with

anc without the strest cicsurs. K

The development of open spece at the [oot of Broadway, as identified in Alternatives
A ard F, could result in 2 closure of Broadway between Pacific Highway and Harber
Drive, if adjoining lands are made availabie for open space. Alternative A provides
an internal route through the open space that would connect the intersection of
Broadway/Pacific Highvway to Harbor Drive via a new cornection to Harbor Drive
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north of Broadway {ie., B Street or C Sireet) and E Street, and wculd require ;
partiai vacation of Broadway. The open space shown in Alternative F is bounded by
Pacific Highway, E Street, Harbor Drive, and the new connection o Harkor Drive
north of Broadway {i.e., B Street or C Street). The resulting alignments and traffic
diversicns were shown in Figures 4-18 and 4-19 of the DEIS.

The draft EIS and Transportation Study indicates that either the B Street or T Street
alignment could be used to provide 2 connection between Pacific Eighway and Harber
Drive to the north of Broadway. Finally, it should be noted that the project wouid
result in an increased level of access from the core arsa to Harbor Drive and the
adjacent shoreline by providing through links at E, F, and G Strests.

Please see topical response TR-3.

The figures shown in the DEIS are illustrative and show a concept that could be
developed in conjunction with the proposed croject. It is not the intent of the Navy
to dictate the land uses outside of the boundaries of the Navy Broadway Complex,
Clear project boundaries are showrn in each of these fgures. "

It is further clarified that the proposed project covers the area located within the
boundaries shown on several figures in the EIS (see particularly Figire 3-3 on page
3-4). Any proposed open space or other uses ocutside the boundaries of the Navy
Broadway Complex are conceptual and are shown for illustrative purpcses. The actual
uses cutside of these boundaries are subject o propcsals and aporovals of agencies
other than the Navy. Alsc, please see topical response TR-2.
The comment refers fo a fgure that is repiicated from the CCDC’s Urtan Desiga Plan
atre City. This figure is discussed on pages 4-9 and 4-12. Tae {igure does
aot imply Navy iurisdictior, and is refersnced to the City of San Diegso {see page 4
113, Figure 4-5a, which is replicated from the Port of San Diego’s Master Plan, is
included in response to this comment. This figure depicts planned port facilities iz the
vicinity of the project site. A "park/plaza” is shown along Harbor Drive along the
freatage of the project site and extending to Grape Strest, approximately 1/2 mile to
the north. Thae Precise Plan within the Master Plan describes this as a landscaped
promenade. ‘The project {Alternative A) would zllow for development of a 25-fcot-
wide sidewaik aiong the project frontage, which is sufficient area to accommodate the
port’s plans. . ‘

The commentaicr’s clarification of the Califcrnia Coastal Commission’s review
i f =

r~ 1 *
commentalors Gesco urats] DrITiss toie than In

. L= . o o
s description more accuratsly reflects the commission’s role than the

—

e s . .
Draft £IS discussion on page 4-20, first paragraph,

(¥R
)
o
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E-2.

James T. Cheshire, State of California, Department of Transportation, June 1, 1590 .

The programmed improvements afong I-3, SR 163, and I-8 that are cited on page 4-
47 of ike DEIS are based on a list of projects identified in SANDAG’s 1987 "Five-
Year Regional Transportation Improvement Program”. This plan cited a number of
planned improvements on the state bighway system that were included in Caltrans’
1987 PSTIP (proposed State Transportation Improvement Program). Based™on
conversations with Caltrans, these projects were subsequently rejected for consideration
in the STIP. Assuch, the first paragraph on page 4-47 cf the DEIS is kereby cmitted.

The DEIS (page 4-54) and the accompanying Transportation Study evaluate the long-
term conditions at four interchanges serving the Centre City. The conclusion of the
analysis is that "there is adequate capacity to serve anticipated demand under the long-
term scenaric”. The assessment included a review of future cperating conditions at
the ramp junction cof I-5 with FrontSecond and Hawthora that serve the Pacific
Highway corridor in the northwest quadrant of the Centre City.

The discussion of ramp conditions is documented on page 4-54 of the DEIS and pages
25 through 21 ip the Transportation Siudy. Peak hour velumes and service levels are
shown for the {cur ramp junctions ihat were studied in Table 9 (page 30) of the
Transportation Study. As the analysis presented in the DEIS concludes that there is
no significant impact from the additional traffic generated by either the project or
curmuiative develcpment at the 1.5 ramps adiacent to Pacific Highway, no mitigation
measures are reguired.

Cad
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Michael J. Stepner, City Of San Diego, Cit_;,r Architect, May 31, 1999
This comment is corsistent with the discussions in Sectio_ns 4.1.4 and 4.1.5 of the DE'IS.

Above-grade parking is discussed in response to comment F-3. Air quality mitigation
measures are discussed in respopse to comment F-4.

The ccmmentator’s desire to reduce the amount of above-grade parking is noted. The
Navy, in developing the project design, utilized the i
(referenced to BCCG in the comment). Page 5 of the design principles states that
"(Tywo levels of parking must be accommodated below-grade prior to accommodating
parking above-grade.” Parking is provided below-grade on all four blocks of the
project site.  Only Block 2 inciudes above-grade parking, but only after the requisite
2 below-grade levels arzs provided. Thus, the project is consistent with.the objectives
of the referenced BCCG plans.

Please see topical response TR-4 with respect to the rejationship betwesn the BCCG
plans and Central City Planning Commitice (CCPC) plans. As discussed in that
£25ponse, iples have been included in the Preliminary

‘Centre City Community Plan Interim Pevelopment and Design Ordinance, which
L [ g

statas:

"1, All parking spaces shall be =ncicsed in a structure, All such parking structures
shall be architecturally integrated and incapsulated into the development and shall
-conform to all other requirements of the Preliminary Centre City San Diego
Community Plan and Interim Centrs City San Diego Development and Design
Ordinance.

Two levels of parking must be accommodated below grade prior o
accommodating parking above grade with the following exceptions:

!\J

a. For parcels of 10,0600 square feet or less, below grade parking is not
required. All cther parking rsquiremeats apply.

b.  For development infilied on sites or blocks which contain designated
historic sites, an exception to below grade parking regquirsments may be
permitted by the City Architect. All other.parking requiresments apply.

o

For development on sites proven to be significantly impacted Dy the water
table, the provision of beiow grade parking may constitute vnnecessary
kardship upon the property owner. However, where parking is permitted

above grade, special attsntion shall be given o its architectural treatment
and esncapsulaticn. All other parking requirsments apply.

il
&

— - i 1. » ' oo e ot . -: ol - . .l
The propesed parking is therefore consisient with the standasds now propesad for the
Centre City.

The Navy concurs that siraply Jimiting the number of onsite parking spaces is not a
sufficieni means by which to mitigate air quality impacts. The Navy will be-adopting
an extersive iransportation demand mapagement (TDM) plan, which will include
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utilizing alternative modes of transportation, as part of the project. Please see page
4-60 of the DEIS, as well as topical response TR-3 for more details on the TDM

program. '

iease see responses to commients F-3 and F-4.
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G-2

G-3.

Craig Adams, June 3, 1990

The DEIS pecessarily limits the alternatives discussions to those that focus cn the co-
location concept funded through a public/private venture. Section 2 of the EIS
discusses the purpcse and peed for the collocation of Navy activities. The objective
of the proposed action, to accomplish the acquisition of facilities through a public/
private venture at the Navy Broadway Complex, was established by the authorizing
legislation. The DEIS necessarily discusses alternatives having the minimum financiaily
feasible commercial development reguired to ackieve the project objective, as well as
military construction acd no action alternatives. Please also see the topical responses
TR-1 and TR-2 for further discussions of the military construction alternative, the
project economics, and the continuing military contingency requirements for retention

‘of the entire site.

Please ses topical responses TR-1 and TR-2.

The Navy's preferred Alternative A has been developed in coordination with th
formulation of the Central Bayfront Design Principies, adopted by the Broadway

- Complex Coordinating Group in September 1989, and the Preliminary Centre City San

Diego Community Plan. It is consistent with the types and intensities of uses included
in those locai planning documents. Please see Topical Response TR-4. -

The Navy is required by the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act to conduct its
activities "in 2 manner which is, to the maximum extent practicable, consistent with
approved state management programs.” The Navy has determined that Alternative A
is consistent with California’s approved coastal management program, i.2. the Califoraia
Coastal Act. The evaluation supporting this coastal consistency determination
sxamined applicable coastal rescurces management policies in detail. It has been
submitted to the California Coastal Commissicn for its review and is available for
examination at tlie Navy Broadway Complex Project otfice.

Regarding the influence of State land use pianning policies on Federal property, such
as the Navy Broadway Complex, it should be noted that strict adherence to State
coastal land use policies, to the extent that they dictate specific uses of Federal
property, is not required for two reasons. First, those policies are limited in their
zpplication to the land in the coastal zone (and the Navy Broadway Compiex is not
with the coastal zone). Second, even if the site was within the coastal zone, the basic
land use planning decision underlying the redevelopment of the Navy Broadway
Complex has already been made by Congress. The Property Clause of the Constitution
provides that "Congress shall have Power to make all nesdful Rules and Regulations
respecting...Property belonging to the United States.” (U.S. Const., Art. IV, Secticn 3,
Clause 2). When Congrsss enacts legisiation tsspecting such property pursuant to
the Property Clause, such as P.L. 99-€61, the legislation necessarﬂy overmides
conflicting State laws under the Supremacy Clause. Consequently, the State coastal
nagement pelicies dirscting land use decisions cannot override Federal land use

decisions. Please alsc see Topical Response TR-6 regarding the State tidelands trust.

ma

e,

- Notwithstandiag ihis issue regarding Federal land use planning decisions, the Navy's

‘coastal ronsistency evaluation indicated that the project is a master planned, multi-
use’ development of high priority” coastal ‘uses that is consistent with coastal
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management program policies. The high priority coastal uses of the project consist of
commercial recreation (hotels, specialty retail, restaurants, and museum), public access
and recreation features (opening of E, F, and G Streets; pedestrian facilities, gallerias,
and open space), and coastal-related Navy uses (cffice support for the supply function
of the Navy Pier and mobilization assets in the office and hoteljrestaurant uses
adjacent to a transshipment point at the pier). These high priority, coastal uses
constitute over 90 percent of the ground-level use area of the project. The non-
pricrity, commercial cffice use is 2 financially essential component of the overall master
planned project.

The coastal uses along the Central Bayfront that are in State-approved local land use
plans emphasize public and commercial recreation opportunity. The proporticn of
ground-level use area (74 percent) devoted in Alternative A to public and commercial
recreation uses, both of which are given priority for a coastal location, sxceeds the
proportion of iand area (54 percent) devoted to these purposes in the land use plan
for the surrounding waterfront, the Centre City/Embarcadero Precise Plan of the Port
Master Plan, a plan which has been certified by the California Coastal Commission as
complying with the Caliiornia Coastal Act. Consequently, the allocation of uses by the
Navy Broadway Complex Proiect would appear to be consistent with the ccastal
planning decisions made by local and State agencies for the Central Bayfront. The
Navy’s Coastal Consistency Determination also addresses this issue in more detail.

The issues raised in this comment are similar to the topics in Comment G-3. Please
see Response G-3, and Topical Responses TR-4 and TR-5.

The DEIS and supporting Transportation Study systematically address the potentiai
impacts on the freeway ramp system to the downtown area. Thais includes an analysis
tar

of the following on-ramps and off-ramps that provide dirsct access to the westers
portions of the Centre City.

Off-ramps:

Interstate 5 at Front/2nd (southbound)
Interstate 5 at J Street (northbound)
State Route 94 (westbound)

State Route 163 (southbound)

On-ramops:

Interstate 3 at Hawthorn (northbound)
Interstate 5 at J Street (southbound)
State Route 54 {eastbound)
tate Rcute 163 (northbound) _

:
discussion of the future conditions on these ramps is provideé on page 4-34 of the
DEIS and pages 25 through 31 in the Transportation Study. Peak hour volumes and
service levels are shown for the four ramp junctions that were studied in Table 5 {page
30) of the Transportation Study. '

o
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Location

The following analysis of the freeway system serving the Centre City is provided as a
basis for identifying potential impacts. This includes a discussion of the following
freeway segments based on forescasts from the City’s CCTAP model for the various
project alternatives. The projected pm peak hour volumes and volume/capacity ratios
are provided in the following table, which is hereby added as Table 4.2.7b of the EIS.
A review of the volume/capacity ratios at the five freeway locations indicate that thers
would be no significant impact generated by any of the six project alternatives, in
compariscn to the no-build scenaric {Alternative G).

TABLE 4.2-7b of the EIS

FRETWAY MAINLINE VOLUME/CAPACITY (V/C) ANALYSIS
PM Peak Hour - Peak Direction

Alt. A Alt. B Alt, C Al D At E Alr. T 'ﬁut. G

SR 94 east of 1-5

Volumes

viC

9,336 9,060 934G 5,160 - 9,340 | 9,330 9,040
1.30 1.26 1.50 1.27 - 1.30 1.30 1.26

SR 163 north of -5

Volumes

. ’

i-5 near Laurel

Yolumes

vic

4460 4500 4400 4430 4,400 4,460 4370
124 125 122 123 1.22 124 121

7,970 7,846 7,760 7.570 | 7,790 7,970 7,470
89 BT B7 84 87 89 23

I-5 near Imperial

Volumes

vIC

6,300 5,350 6,290 5,160 6,290 6,300 . 5,060
0 71 .70 .68 70 .70 .67

1-5 northbound cn-ramps

Elm/First

vic

34000 32600 32,200 31,300 32300 34000 34,900
1.70 1.63 1.61 157 182 1.70 1.75

Volume to capacity (V/C) where 1.00 5 full capacity.

The freeway segments along SR 94 and SR 163 would exceed capacity in the peak
direction during the peak hour under the cumuiative build-out scenario, as discussed
in the 1585 (Centre City Transnortation Action Program (CCTAPY report. The
CCTAD 1eport notes that these volumes "may te interpreted such that heavy traffic
will prevail for well in excess of one hour, and that the peak period will liksly "spread”
on these faciiities.” This extension of the peak hour on freeway facilities is typicai of
urbanized downtown areas. The projest’s increase would zmot be significant (as
gvidenced by comparisons between Alternative G (no-bulld) and the other

alternatives).
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G-6.

G-9.

G-10.

Please see response to comment G-1. Note that it is implicit that the project was ~
"weighed" along with other projects, and was determined to be of sufficient priority to
warrant specific Congressional legislation authorizing pursuit of the project. With over
400,000 SF of existing office space onsite and 2 continuing military contingency
squirement, Alternative G accurately reflects the use of the property if collocation
is not achieved through a public/private venture. A new EIS would be required to
evaluate the relocation of some or all of these activities and alternative land uses if
the proposed project is oot undertaken and a future military construction project-is
pursued in lieu thereof.

Flease see topical response TR-1.

This comment inaccurately porirays the site as "surplus” to the Navy's neads.
Retention of the Navy Broadway Complex reflects a nationzal defense requirement
to maintain a mobilization capability directly adjacent to the Navy Pier, which has a
direct rail connection to the waterfront. During periods of aaticnal emergency, the
mobilization and demobilizaticn of heavy eguipment and weapons plaitforms with
accompanying personnel becomes a critical factor. Please see topical response TR-1.

The need of the project is well established, as discussed in response to comment G-1.
The only current means by which it could be developed is through the proposed

public/private venture contemplated in the EIS. Please see topical response TR-2

concerning projest economics and financing. Alternative D provides the onsite
development level necessary to suppor: moving nearly the entirety of the Navy office
uses off the Navy Broadway Complex. Alternative C provides a lower density
alternative that can still mest fpancial reguirements for development of the site.
Substantial economic and financial analysis performed for this project (see topical
response TR-Z) has shown that the tradeoff in providing additional open space in a
lower density development would render the proposed Navy offices financially
infeasibie.

The issues raised in this comment are similar to the topics introduced in Comment
G-3. Please ses Response G-3 and Topical Response TR-4.

The Navy’s preferred Alternative A inciudes approximately S actes of ground-level uses
devoted to public open space, including the 1.9-acre open space on Block 1, pedestrian
facilities, and gallerias. This area is 32 percent of the total ground-leve!l use area of
the project site. By comparison, the surrounding waterfront is planned to provide 17
percent of iand area devoted to these types of public recreation uses (40.4 acrss of the
total 231.8 acres in tie Centre City/Embarcaders Precise Plan of the Port Master
Plan). It is apparent from this information that the proposed project would not only
provide sufficient public space for its own employees and visitors, but also would
enhance the availability of such space for the broader Central Bayfront. Please see
Response G-3 and Topical Response TR-4.
:

R
The issues raised in this comment are simiiar to the topics introduced in Comment
G-3. Please see Response G-3 and Topical Response TR-4,

Please ses Response G-21 and Topical Response TR-4.
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G-18.

G-19.

o~ ol
G-24.

The issues raised in this comment are similar to the topics iptroduced in Comment G-
3. Please see Response G-3, and Topical Responses TR-4 and TR-5.

Please see response to comment G-4.

From a transportation planning standpoint, the fact that a site is located within a given
area designated as the central core of the downtown does not guarantes that it is the
most appropriate lccatio for a high depsity project. Proximity to major transit lines
such as the Bayfront LRT lire, San Diego Transit Corporation (SDTL) bus lines,
AMTRAX, and commuter rail lines are more meaningful criteria in determining
whether a specific project is compatible with the overall development goals of the
Certre City. The Navy Broadway Complex is iccated within one block of the Bayfront
1RT line and the AMTRAKX terminal at the Sapta Fe station. In addition, 2 total of
ten SDTC bus lines provide access to within two blocks of the project site.  As such,
the size of the project appears to be compatible with the concept of developing large
scale projects near the major trapsit corridors within the downtown area.

This commeant is coted. Page 1-3 of the DEIS states only that the City and the Mavy
will enter into a development agreement for the future development of the project site.
The actual development is not specified in the referenced memorandum, and the DEIS
makss no presumption that a specific development plan has been already approved.
Nowhers does the DEIS indicate pricr approval by the City of San Diego of a specific
development. '

Please see topical response TR-2 regarding the disclosure of the financial analysis
uiflized to define the type and level of development. In addition, note that a
residential development alternatives was also undesirable in view of the contingency
reguirement {or the property. Unliks commercial eoffice and hote] uses, residential uses
are not readily convertible to high pricrity military uses in the event of mobiiization.
Please see response {0 comment G-8.

Tre ficor area raiics {FAR) described in the EIS are based upon laad arsa held by
the Navy in fes. This is a standard methodology for calcuiating FARs. If the FAR
for the preferred alternative were calculated without the G Street right-of-way
(approximately 0.9 acre) as the commentator suggests, the FAR of the preferred
alternative would be approximately 5.8, rather than the 5.45 described in the document.
It should be noted, however, that under either caiculation, the amount of density
indicated in the preferred altermative (3.25 million square feet) is less than the overall
density of 3.4 million square feet that would be allowed for the property under the
density provisions set forth in the BCCG Central Bayfront Design Principles plan and
the Preliminary Centre City San Diege Community Plan.

Please see topical response TR-1

2

opical Responses TR and TR-3

Please see Responses G-3, M-5, M-8, and

The commentator’s interpretation of the "step-down” concept recommended in the
Centre City Community Plan differs from the interprstation in the EIS. The
preliminary community plan and Central Bayfront Design Principles indicate that the
concept of "stepped intensity and scale” will be implemented through floor area ratics
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G-23.
- G-24,

G-25.

(FAR) and building heights will be controlled through Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) regulatious. The FARs designated for the site in the draft plan are 7.0 for
Block 1, 6.5 for Block 2, and 5.5 for Blocks 3 and 4 (as shown in Figure 14 of the
plan). The lowest operational imaginary surface rejevant to FAA regulations is 500
fect mean sea level (msl) for a circling area for missed approaches from Lindbergh
Field. Non-operational imaginary surfaces cross at lower heights (see pages 4-217 and
219 in the Draft EIS). _
With the exception of Alternative F with its 500-foot tower on Block 2, the project
alterpatives ars consistent with the overail FAR designations of the preliminary
community plan, which refiects the stepping down of building heigats to the south from
the block adjacent to the Broadway spine. Building heights are also designed to step
down from the landward (east) to the bayward (west) side of the project site. Again
with the exception of 560-foot tower in Alternative F (which wouid reach 510 feet msl,

or 10 feet above the 500-foot surface), none of the buildings in the project alternatives

encroach into the operational imaginary surfaces for aviation safety, which is consistent

with the building height coatzol guidelines of the plan. While encroachment into aon-

operaticnal surfaces ccocurs with Aliematives A, B, C, and D, the FAA has issued a

Determination of No Hazard for Alternative A, with a 400-foct tower on Block 1

indicating that compliance with FAA reguiaticns can be achieved. Comsequeantly, the

project alternatives, except Alternative F, appear to be consistent with the step-down

concept and building height controls envisioned in the preliminary Centre City San

Diego Community Plan.

The commentator’s request to note the updated Centre City Community Plan is
acknowledged. Tte now current vemsion of the plan {as of August 1990}, is the July
1950 preliminary Ceatre City San Diego Community Plan. The plan supports the Navy
Broadway Compiex Project as being compatible. The City Counci] recently adopted
the plan and ordinance (8rst reading).

Please ses response to comment G-5.
Please see topical resconse TR-3.

The views included for analysis within the DEIS (Section 4.3) depict key public views
and vistas that would be affectad by the project. Views from the G Strest Mole back
to the downtown would not be negatively affected by the proposed project. Rather,
views dirsctly east to the downtown would be’znhanced by removing existing oasite
Building 9 and the opening up of G Street and the creation of a 120-foot-wide
landscaped open space and street. Currestly, downtown views ffom the Mole to the
northeast are significantly obstructed by Buildings 1 and 12 within the Navy properyy.
Development of the property per Alternative A would not significantly change these
views because of i2e forsground dominance of Building 12 which is proposed for
possibie retentiop. The view io the northeast would be marginally improved by the
removal of Building 1 for the creation of 2 major open space.

Views porth and scuth along the waterfront Embarcadero weould not be negatively
affected by the proposed project. Again, Buildiag 1 and 12 and the existing warchouse
structurss o the south cumrently create a strong easiern edge to the Embarcadero
corrider. The view from the south from the vicinity of Seaport Village to the north
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G-26.

G-27.

would continue to be framed on the east by Building 12 and new development of 2
similar height proposed to the south. The remcval of Building 1 would introduce
additional open space along the corridor and would alter this southern view marginally.
Views from the porth from the vicinity of the B Street Pier to the south along the
Embarcadero weuld be opened up considerably by the removal of Building 1 and the
introduction of open space, but the retention of Building 12 and the introduction of
new development to the south would maintain the strong edge condition that currently
exists along this view corridor.

1t is noted that, as with many cities, the costs of previding pclice and fire protection
comprise the two largest expenditures in the General Fund Budget for the City of San
Diego. The police department’s methodology for allocating and projecting current and
future expenditures has historically relied upon both: (1) calls for service, and
(2) estimated costs per capita. Recently, however, the department has been estimating
its cost requirements based primarily upon per capita multipliers, utilizing population
projections provided by the San Diego Association cf Governments (SANDAG).
Moreover, both the police and fire department staffs have indicated that the existing
facilities, manpower, and equipment are anticipated to be adequate to provide the
project site and surrounding area with a sufficient level of protecticn services, if any
of the alternatives are developed. Nevertheless, an analysis of this nature must
necessarily account for the incremental costs of providing service to the subject site
under the respective development alternatives. For purposes of this study, both
departments indicatec that a per capita approach (based upcn current daytime
populaticn figures) provides a conservative, yet reasonable, estimate of cost
requirements appropriate for this level of analysis.

Other categeries of ongoing City operating revenues and expenditures were aliccated
to those iand uses whick generate them, based on a calculation of average per acre
multipliers. General government costs {public services and city support services) were
averaged across all land uses, assuming =ach contributes its "share” to these costs.

While this provides a r=latively simplistic appreach to estimating the public service
costs, the unique set of public service needs of the proposed project were considered
and discussed with city staff and incorporated in the analysis where appropriate.
Moreover, based on our review of the reliability, accuracy, data availability, and
resources required to conduct various methods of fiscal impact assessment, it was
determined that the methodology used in this study provides a sufficient level of
statistical accuracy upon which to base current public policy decisions.

There was an error in the presentation of the "business taxes” on Tables 13 through
20 of the technical fiscal report. While the balance of the figures on these tables was
stated in thousands of dollars, the proiections of business tax revenues wers in z2ctual
dollars, which subseguently resulted in an overstatement cof the net annual and
cumulative fiscal benefits to the City. A revised and corrected techniced report has
teen placed on file at the Naval Facilities Enginesring Command Detachment,
Broadway Complex, 555 West Beach Strezt, Suite 101, San Diego, CA 52101-2937.
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It should be noted that the basic findings of the analysis remain unchanged, in that
Alternatives A, B, C, D, and F are still projected to generate net annual operating .
surpluses to the City by the year 1994 and would generaté significant cumulative
surpluses by the end of the 30-year projection period. In addition to the technical
report, Table 4.5-8 on page 4-142 of the EIS is revised as shown on the following page.

Also, the first paragraph or the page 4-143 of the EIS is revised to read as follows:

® By the year 30 of the propesed project (2021), Alternatives A, B, C, D, and F
would generate cumulative surpluses to the City of San Diego of $268.0 million,
$325.2 million, $302.7 million, $425.2 million, and $325.3 million, respectively.
Conversely, Alternatives E and G would yield cumulative deficits of $72.4 million
and $25.6 millior, respectively.
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TABLE 4.5-8 of the EIS

PROJECTED NET AND CUMULATIVE FISCAL IMPACTS OF PROJECT
(in Thousands of Dollars)

Met Annual Cumulative Net Annual Cumuizative
Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal 30-Year
Development Impact Impact Impact Fiscal
Alternative in 2005 in 2005 in Year 26 Impact
A 39,363 $46,072 318,867 $268,042
B 11,722 66,619 21,062 325,239
C 10,697 56,267 20,659 302,650
D 15,041 96,253 26,627 425 235
E 2,138 19,325 -4,667 72,435
F 11,314 72,535 20,771 325,355
G 857 -8,248 -1,521 25,554

a At full development stabilized cccupancy.

Sgurce: Willlams-Kuebelbeck & Associates, Inc., 1950,

TB/06640001.RTC
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H-2.

H-4.
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Dwight E. Sanders, State of California, State Lands Commission, June 4, 1990

The commentator’s preference that the EIS and EIR be one document instead of two
s noted. The two documents were physically circulated together (in the same
enveleope) so that they could be reviewed together. The DEIR incorporates the DEIS
by reference (see DEIR Preface). The DEIR presents a summary of the conclusicns
of the DEIS. This complies with the intent of Section 15150 of the State CEQA
Guidelipes. In addition, Section 15221 of the State CEQA Guidelines clearly allows
an EIS to be used mn place of an EIR, so long as it complies with the provisions of the
CEQA guidelines. The EIS does this. Thus, even if the EIS was not incorporated
by reference into an EIR, CEQA clearly allows the EIS to be used in place of an EIR.
That both an EIS and an EIR incorperating the EIS are provided together simply
means that the basic requirements of CEQA were met and exceeded.

Additional summarization or other characterization of the EIS, given that it constitutes
the EIR, would be inappropriate and would be incornsistent with the general policy ic
reduce the size of EIRs. ‘

Please ses response to comment H-1,
Please see response to comment G-8 and topical response TR-35.

Piease see topical response TR-2Z and EIS Table 4.5-8 (revised by response to comment
G-27) which indicates cumulative fiscal surpluses to the City of San Diego ranging from
$258 to $123 million for the varicus public/private venture alternatives. Note that,
irrespective of who pays for infrastructure improvements, the cost of improvements and
the party that pays for them is not ap envircnmenta] issue. This is described in
Section 15131 of the State CEQA Guidelines, which states in part that the
"(E)conomic and social effects of a project shail not be treated as significant =ffects
on the environment" The conly environmental issue in this respect i5 whether
mitigation measures are implemented. If infrastructural improvements cannct be
financed, the findings of the EIS with respect to the level of significance for certain
impacts would be changed and the EIS would be recirculated for public review. Itis
noted that the cost figures referenced in this comment differ from the curreat dollar
cost figures discussed in topical response TR-2, possibly reflecting an escalation in this
comment to future years/dollars with additional contingency.

o

Please see response to comment H-4.

The "draft” urban design guidelines for the project are drafts because they have not
been adopted by the City of San Diego and would not be adopted prior to project
approval. However, the guidelines were created to conform with the objectives of the
Central Bayfront Design Principles (ses topical response TR-4) and staff of the City
nas agreed to the draft guidelines. - K

The guidelines are not expected 1o be substantially changed during project approval,
if the project is approved. However, as with any other component of this or any cther
project under NEPA and CEQA, if changes ars made by decision makers that would
reate significant impacts not previously addressed in the EIS, then the EIS would
need to be revised to address these impacts.
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The Federal environmental process requires consultation with the State Historic
Preservation Officer during the development of cultural resources mitigation measures.
Specifically, the consultation process determines the acticns necessary (o mitigate the
adverse impact on the culiural rescurces that are eligible for the National Register
of Historic Places. Consultation conducted to satisfy the specific requirements of
Section 106 leads to mandatory mitigation of the significant cultural resources impacts
described in the EIS. As described in response to comment A-2, this process has been
completed and a Memorandum of Agreement between the Navy and SHPO stipulating
mitigation lras been signed '

Establishing standards for constiuction of buildings in earthquake-prone regicos is
appropriate and necessary for hazard mitigation, yet building codes generaily provide
minimum standards and do not necessarily ensure building integrity from damaging
earthquakes or other geologic hazards. However, buildings designed according to
moedern building codes generally bave faired well during strong earthquakes (Housner
and Jeunings 1982). Furthermore, Tae City of San Diego Municipal Cede reguires
evatuation of geologic hazards and liquefaction potential. Although the code is not
applicable to the rehabilitation and expansion of Building 12, the Navv will require the
developer to perform such an evaluation for all development at the Navy Broadway
Complex. Measures to mitigate geologic/seismic hazards are discussed in Section 4 of
this appendix. More specifically, all new or rehabilitated buildings constructed on the
site will be designed in accordance with Uriform Building Code Seismic Zone 4
criteria, which are in excess of current Ciiy of San Diego building code requirements.

Please see response to comments H-6, H-7, and H-8 regarding the efiectiveness of
specific mitigation measurss identified as inadequate by the commentatcr. The

commentator does not provide any other mitigation measures that may be ineffective,
sc no other response is warranted.

Section 5 describes specific cumulative impacts to which the project contributes. Page
3-1 refers to Table 4.1-2 {page 4-7) and Figure 4-3 (page 4-8) for 2 description of the
projects considered cumulatively with the proposed project inciuding the Seaport
Village expansion and the Hyatt Hotel. The commentator is referred to pages 5-1
through 5-4 of the DEIS for a complete discussion of cumulative impacts.

The commentator misinterprets Section 15126(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines. In
particular, Section 15126(d)(2) states, in full:

The specific alternative of "no project” shall also be evaluated aiong with the
impact. If the environmentally supericr aitemative is the "no proiect” alternative,
the EIR shail also identify an enpvironmentaily superior alternative among the
other alternatives.

The guidelines do not indicate that the propesed altermative cannot be th
environmentally superior ziternative among the other alternatives. In fact, it is th
intent of CEQA 1o provide for the ieast environmentally-damaging development, if
development is to occur. CEQA encourages that projects are designed tc minimize
environmental harm. The DEIS sxamines seven alternatives, including the proposed

fed

project and the no project aiternative. Of the seven alternatives, Alternatives A (the

[{]

v
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H-12,

H-14.

HT

proposed project), B, and D, are environmentally superior development alternatives. '

Alternative G, the no project, is the environmentally superior aliernative, but it meets
none of the basic project cijectives. Alternative A includes 2 substantially larger open
space area at the foot of Broadway than Alternatives B and D. This is an
environmentally superior component of this alternative because it mors cicsely (than
Alternatives B and D) meets the goals of recently adopted plans intended to guide
development in the area. There are three environmentally supericr alternatives.
Alternative A is superior ameng the three. i

1t is noted that there are no aiternatives capabie of meeting the basic objectives of the
project while avoiding the significant impact to cumulative a2ir qualily associated with
Alternative A {and the other five development altermatives). This is the oonly
unmitigated significant impact of Alternative A, 50 an envircnmentally superior
alternative (to Alternative A) capable of meeting project objectives is not possible.

The commentator’s opinion that the DEIS dees not analyze all altemaiives to the same
level of detail is noted. The commentator does not substantiate this comment, so no
response can be provided. The DEIS evaluates each of the sevesn altsmatives, fully
identifies the impacts of 2ach, and provides mitigation measures pertinent to each.

The intent of the notice of intent (NOT) and the nctice of preparation (NOP) is for
responsible agencies and interested individuals to identify at an early time in the
process potentially significant envircnmental impacts, mitigation measures, and
alternatives that should be addressed in the IS and EIR. Dirsct respensss (o
NOIUNCP comments Pages 1-15 through 1-18 of the DEIS summarize the MOYNOP
comments by topical area in which they are addressed in the EIS. Plezse refer to this

-

discussion. A copy of ail NOIYNO2? comments has been provided to the commentator.
Measurss o mitigate significant enviconmental impacts are discussed aleng with the
mitigation measure ip the suminary tzble. Each significant impact for which thers ars
mitigation measures is identifed as "(5/M)" in the teble, (ses pages 1-20 through 1-
42 of the DEIS). :

With regard to placing “significance criteria used to rank the impacts” in the summary
section, the specific 2nalysis 5 presented in the acp-summeary sections of the DEIS,
particularly Section 4. The summary section is not intendad to repeat the analysis of
environmental impact, but instead is intended to summarize the environmentai impacts
of the projeci. Thus, the significance criteria” and other details pertinent to
determining the project’s exviscomentai impacts ars not repeated in the summary.

Please se= iopical response TR-3.
No residentizi uses ars proposed with this project; thersfors, residential parking
demand rates 272 not reievant 1o inis Sroject ,

.
Please se2 response o comment H-8.  Also, regarding the statement that the
conclusions regarding desigr guideline compiiance ars not supported, the commentaior
is referved, particuiarly, 10 Hgures 4-23, 4-26, 4-29, 4-32, 4-35, 4-38, 441, 4-44, 4-47,
and 4-50 in the DEIS. These ten fgures depict simulated views of Aliernative A frem
ten viewpoints. Aliemaiive A is consistent with the draft design guidelines. The
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conclusion that compliance with the guidelines would mitigate aesthetic impacts is
based on the evidence shown in these figures and discussed on pages 4-108 through
4-111 of the DEIS. Aside from actualiy constructing the project and then evaluating
its aesthetic impacts, the DEIS relies on the Dest possible evidence available to draw
its conclusions.

The City of San Diego Police Department was consulted to determine if the proposed
alternatives would in any way adversely affect police service, including every day
situaticns and smergency circumstances. The department indicated that the project
would not have an adverse effect. Page 5-2 of the DEIS indicates that this pubiic
agency would not be adversely affected by cumulative deveiopment. The opimicn of
the affected agency would appear to be the best possible evidence one could draw on
for this conclusion. It is noted that the proposed project would provide long-term
fiscal surpluses to the City of San Diego. This conclusion considers police department
costs. (Please see respense to comments G-26 and G-27.) Thus, even if it was found
that the project did significantly affect police resources {although no adverse effect was
found), sufficient revenues would be available associated with the project to offset
these costs.

Page &1 of the DEIS refers to Section 4.5 of the DEIS for a discussion of growth
associated with the project (including regional immigraticn). Please refer to that
discussion.

The availability of water is a concern of statewide significance, especially in light of the
ongoing drought that has affected several areas of the state, some more substantially
(e.g, Santa Barbara) than others. The water situation in San Diego, as a result of the
drought, is not nearly as severe as other areas of the state, and sufficient regular and
emergency supplies are available. Nevertheless, San Diego has requested voluntary
water use reductions and has seen an zpproximate 10 percent reduction in use
compared with last year. Water conservation measures are not yet mandatory, but
may become so if the drought persists for another vear. According to the City of San

‘Diego Water Utilities Department, the proposed project, if compieted today, is not of

sufficient magnitude to cause an acceleration of the peed to impose any water
comservation measures in the city. Further, the City has no plans now, or in the
foresesable future, to restrict water hockups in the project area (Wageman, pers.
comm. 1550). The proposed project is within the densities planned on the project site
and is consistent with regional growth projections used to plan for long-term water
usage. Also, please see comment C-10. '

The first phase of the proposed development is currently planned to be completed in
1994, if drougkt conditions persisted up to that time, water availability in San Diego
and throughout the state could be severely restricted.  The likelibood that the drought
would persist even another y=ar or two, Or that current water shortages would persist,
is statistically remote. If drought conditions do persist, the results in large arsas of
California could be severs. Development in.areas of California still affected by
drought would likely be reexamined. However, consideration and analysis of such 2
remote possibility, with implications much more far-reaching than the propesed project,
is highly speculative and is beyond the purview of an EIS examining the potential
impacts of a mzed-use urban development.

1
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H-21.

H.25.

The commentater disagrees on the significance of the project with the opinions of the
City of San Diego Water Utilities Department, the Regional Water QuaLty Contrcl
Board, and the Environmental Protection Agency, whose opinions are based on
estimates of project wastewater generation. The commentator provides no evidence
to substantiate this disagreement. Nevertheless, this difference of opinionis noted.

Page 4-126 of the DEIS indicates that the project would significantly affect sewsr
conveyance facilities. Without mitigaticn, local sewer lines would have insufficient
capacity. This could result in health implications as well as cause poor sewage
conveyance. Correcting this problem by installing greater conveyance capacity would
avoid this potentially significant impact. Thus, it is a mitigation measure. Please ses
response to comment H-21 regarding wastewater i{reatment impacts.

Landfl! capacity constraints are regional problems that have surfaced throughout the
state, and they require regional solutions that are beyend the centrol of any individual
project. San Diego County is currently in the process of pursuing new landfil]l areas
to accommodate regional needs. The project would aot significantly reduce the life
of apy landfill and would thersfors not have a significant environmental impact.
Nevertheless, in recognition of the statewide solid waste problems, the following
mitigation measure is added to page 4-128 of the EIS:

® Receptacles will be provided within each office building to allow for the
separation of all recyclabie paper material. The lease for each office building will
require that white paper and computer paper recycling receptacles are provided,
and that the lessee will participate to the maxdmum extent applicable in any local
srdinance-implemented recycling orogram for other recyclable materials.

lease see Tespomse to comment 4. Alsg, it s 30. d that the Port, if it decides o
contribute f“.mdmg, would do 50 io the extent suc cxpe'zditures arg consistent with
ts legal and Snancial activities.

o0 oerd

The geotechrical investigation performed by Woodward-Clyde Consuitants (1988)
indicates the area soils are able to support properly designed foundations. The
previcus geotechnical investigaticn also indicates that below ground construction for
undergroun..z parking is feasibie. Construction of two-levels of underground parking
will require: construction dewatering, pile foundations, and a structural floor system
to support building loads. Because permanent dewatering systems with discharges to
San Diego Bay are no longer aliowed (please see the 1990 Woodward-Clyde report
in Section 4 of this appen dlﬁ, Dart;w.arlv 4.2 and 4.3), the Hoor and walls below the
water table will have to be designed to resist water pressures and will have to be
waterproofed. Auwthorization for constructicn dewatering will require application to
the Regional Water Quality Control Board. The project dewatering will be requirsd
10 comply with specific discharge limitations.
)

The bay deposits and hydraulic £ underlying the sit= are considersd potentially
liquefiable, and the previous gnotﬂchmcal investigation by Weodward-Clyde
Consultants indicates that potential effects from liguefaction should be considered for
oroject design. The City of San Diego Building Code requires that an evaluation be
made for areas identified on the Seismic Safety Element of the General Plan as being
susceptible to liguefaction. Thers is a range of possible measures to reduce potential
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H-27.

H-Z8.

H-29

h‘quefaction related damage to existing and new facilities. Some of those measures are
listed in Sections 3.3 and 3.3.1 of the 1950 Wocdward-Clyde r°pcrt, in Section 4 of

this appendix.

Page 4-176 of the DEIS provides City of San Diego roise/land use compatibility
criteria. As shown, hotels are considered compatible in areas up to 65dB CNEL and
offices are considered compatible in areas up to 70 dB CNEL. As discussed on pages
4-181 through 4-186, the 65 dB CNEL would extend cnto the site, which would have
an adverse effect on hotels. Thus, mitigation is necessary to provide for sufficient
interior aoise level reductions. :

The 70 dB CNEL would only encrcach on the =dges of the site along Broadway,
Harber Drive, and Pacific Highway where offices are proposed.  Nermal scund
attenuation provided by building materials (with windows open} is 12 to 15 dBA
Through the use of standard building materials, no additional attepuaticn would be
necessary to reduce noise levels to office nuzldxngs fo a iess than significant level

As indicated on page 5-4 of the DEIS, a new substation would be required to serve
cumulative development in the project area.

The comments presented above (comments H-1 through H-28) do not change any of
the findings cf the EIS with respect to growth-inducing impacts or upavoidable impacts.
Therefcre, no revisions to the respective discussions of these issues is made.

Tats comment is noted. Please ses response to comments H-1 through H-29.
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I-10.

Harry E. Wilson, June 1, 1990

The commentator’s preference for Alternative A is noted. The-comment is not specific
to the environmental impacts of the project, so no other response is warranted.

While adding the rail lines to these subject figures may help orient the plan, the lines
are shown in a sufficieat number of figures (e.g, figures 3-5, 3-9, 3-10, 3-11, etc.) to
be able to cross reference. No environmental information presented in the EIS would
be changed by adding the rail lines to these figures.

Please see topical response TR-3. Note that the number of parking spaces proposed
onsite is restricted below normal demand rates to encourage the use of mass transit,
car pocls, etc.

The respense time provided is based on estimates prcmd\.c by the individual fire
stations.

Please see response to comment H-23. It is not known how much recycling the Navy
would be able to achieve through this program.

The correct number of service cccupation employees in San Diego County is 211,100,
Table 4.5-1 on page 4-131 of the EIS is hereby revised to reflect this number.

It is not known how many perscnnel would immigrate to the San Diego arsa as a
result of the proposed project. Because the number of aczn-military employment
opportunities created by the proposed project would be small in comparison to the
region (less than 1.5 percent of the city and less than 1 percent of the county) and in
comparison with regional growth estimates, the associated immigration would be easily
absorbed and was thersfore not calkuiated.

A properly designed temporary dewatering system will allow excavation of soil below
the water table for below grade construction. The dewatered soils (which are
composed primarily of sands) should not be in a very wet conditicn and should not
require special trucks. Soils could be exported from the site to other grading projects.
Any soils considered contaminated with petroleum products or other potential
contaminants would require special treatment.

This comment is noted. The conclusions of "fhe DEIS with respect to runoff would
not be altered by this comment. |

Dewatered groundwater during construction will require authorization from the
g - .
Regional Water Quality C\,.‘:ral Board (please see Secticn 4 of this appendix,
arnc._larl 42 and 4.3 thersof), and if apglication conditions are met, it may be

" 'E i
pessible to discharge to storm drains. "

Pages 4-162 through 4-165 of the DEIS considers air quality effects during
consiruction, and page 4-181 of the DEIS cons;ders poise ffects during construction.
Please refer to these discussiors.

W
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. Norman W, Hickey, County of San Diege Chief Administrative Office, June 1, 1990
I-1. The proposed project would provide sufficient onsite parking to satisfy the needs of
the project, and there would be no need for related offsite parking. Please see topical

response TR-4 for a detailed discussion of parking.

The Navy would only utilize one space for 1,000 square fest of Navy office for active

1.2,
employee parking. The additional 0.23 spaces per 1,000 squars {eet that would be
provided are for the parking of Navy official vehicles.

I3 This comment is noted. No other response is necessary.
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K-2.

K-3.

K-4.

X-5.

K-6.

Frederick M. Marks, Citizens Coordinate for Century 3, June 4, 1996

This comment lacks sufficient specificity to allow formulation of a specific response.
Please see topical responses TR-1 and TR-2.

Please see topical responses TR-1 and TR-2.
Please see topical responses TR-1 and TR-2.

Please see topical response TR-2 regarding project Enancing. Please see response to
comment G-17 for additional discussion concerning residential uses.

the project site is not a part of the prepesed project.

Please see topical response TR-1. Irrespective of the cost of the propeosed project in
compariscn to the U.S. Military Construction budget, the proposed project is not
currently included in Military Copstruction budgets, so it would not procesd without
the proposed public/private venture financing alternative.

The comment that the DEIS is not sufficiently objective is noted. Without greater
specificity, however, no further respense is possible.
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. Robert P, Martinez, State of California, Office of Planning and Research, June 4,
1990

-1 This comment is not specific to the contents of the DEIS, so 00 response is necessary.
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M. Gordon F. Snow, Ph.D., State of California Resources Agency, June 4, 1990

M-1. It is noted that the Resources Agency coordinated review with the referenced agencies.
The Department of Transportation commented in comment letter E. The State Lands
Commissicn commented in comment letter H. The California Coastal Commissicn
commented in comment letter M. The California Air Resources Beard, Department
of Fish and Game, the Department of Parks and Recreation, and the San Dieyo
Regicnal Water Quality Control Board did not comment on the DEIS or DEIR.

3-36
JB/06640001.RTC



